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Portland State University (PSU) is strongly focused on eq-
uity and inclusion as evidenced by its strategic priorities, 
active Office of Global Diversity and Inclusion (OGDI), and 
many employees and students who care about inclusion 
and social justice. There is, however, less focus on the 
employee experience. With nearly 4,000 staff, faculty, ad-
ministrators, and student workers, PSU runs on the people 
passionate about serving its mission, but depending on 
the area of the university in which one is employed, expe-
riences can range from supportive and trusting to micro-
managing and disrespectful. 
This report examines the employee experience, or em-
ployee engagement, at PSU from multiple campus per-
spectives, and will focus on the experiences of those in 
members of marginalized populations (MPs). MPs are de-
fined as those voices often or historically excluded from 
the mainstream or “privileged” aspects of PSU, Portland, 
and society in general, such as people with disabilities, 
women, people of color or ethnic minorities, members of 
the LGBTQ community, older employees, and political/re-
ligious minorities. The Gallup Q12 engagement survey was 
conducted in 2015 and 2016 with a subset of PSU employ-
ees that specifically broke participants up into five groups: 
gender, race/ethnicity, LGBTQ status, and years of service 
at PSU.
The following report will discuss employee engagement in 
general, for public employees, and for marginalized popu-
lations; provide analysis of how PSU engagement is affect-
ed by MP status; examine the contributors and inhibitors 
of engagement at PSU; and provide recommendations for 
improving general PSU employee engagement, and partic-
ularly engagement among those marginalized groups.
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b. Happier customers
The effects of employee engagement are not just visible 
internally - customers feel it as well. Engaged employees 
are more likely to understand their customers and their 
needs5, provide higher quality of service2, and cause high-
er customer satisfaction8. Other studies show relation-
ships between employee engagement, customer satisfac-
tion, and the organization’s financial benefit2. 
1. Importance
The effects of engagement continue to be a focus of many 
organizational and psychological studies, as it is a syner-
gistic relationship between the organization and its em-
ployees. While the human-side of the engagement ques-
tion may focus on the employee experience, there are 
well-documented reasons to foster engagement that are 
beneficial for the organization and those it serves. Below 
are a few of those benefits.
a. Performance
Organizations with engaged employees continually show 
that employees have higher levels of performance and 
productivity5, give more discretionary effort, and lead to 
greater organizational performance6. There are many con-
tributing factors to this, such as lower sick leave5, the fo-
cus on work playing to employees’ strengths65,66, and the 
fact that engaged employees invest more mental, physical, 
and emotional resources to their work4. When compared 
to their non-engaged coworkers, engaged employees not 
only perform better, but are more willing to help their 
colleagues and have higher levels of organizational citi-
zenship4. Performance at its core is also affected by many 
other factors listed below, such as innovation, retention, 
commitment, and more.
Chapter 1 - What is engagement? 
gaged employees have higher retention, thus decreasing 
the negative effects of turnover, including lost time, mon-
ey, productivity, morale, and more5.
d. More commitment
Organizational citizenship, defined as a person’s volun-
tary commitment outside of their assigned tasks, is higher 
in engaged employees6,4; this not only reduces the nega-
tive effects of turnover, but reaps the positive benefits of 
commitment and discretionary effort to the organization6. 
“Fully engaged” public sector employees are more likely to 
stay in their current jobs, feel they can make a difference, 
recommend their workplace to others, and report being 
“very satisfied” in their jobs7.
e. Innovation
Engaged employees are more innovative and creative4,5. 
This, in turn, is a two-way street; organizations that pro-
vide an environment that embraces change, failure, and 
exploration will foster more innovation that will breed 
more engagement. Innovation and creativity are the key to 
business transformation, especially in a world constantly 
changing and being influenced by new technology. Innova-
tion and thought diversity are essential when dealing with 
complex problems9. 
f. Financial benefits
Investing in employees has a tangible and significant posi-
tive financial impact to the organization3. As more employ-
ees “have the right materials and equipment to do their 
work, are in jobs that best fit their talents, feel recognized 
The effects that employee perceptions and environments have on performance have been studied since the 1930’s, and 
continue to evolve. While the phrasing has changed from satisfaction to engagement over the decades, there has always 
been a strong correlation between engaged employees and many positive organizational effects1.
There are many definitions of “employee engagement” that can help understand how to foster it. These range from the 
more clinical Jones and Harter2 definition of “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by 
vigor, dedication, and absorption,” to Jacob Morgan’s3 more philosophical one, “Do you show up to work every day with 
the intention of helping others succeed?” Rainey and Bakker separate “satisfaction” and “engagement” by the addition 
of vigor to engagement, where employees demonstrate “high-arousal positive states, such as excitement, energy, and 
enthusiasm4.” Regardless of which of the many ways to think about engagement, one thing is clear: it is focused on the 
humans at the core of the workforce, and how to provide them with an environment that is caring, supportive, that they 
enjoy, and from which they get fulfillment.
and cared about, they are more likely to perform in ways 
that complement the financial goals of the organization2.” 
Organizations that are more financially successful are 
more likely to invest the right materials and equipment in 
their employees and hire more employees, which provides 
latitude for specialization in the jobs employees enjoy and 
best fit their talents. However, in a negative financial situa-
tion, organizations are more likely to cut back on the num-
ber of employees and the equipment provided, further in-
creasing the negative working environment2. Professional 
development funding is often an easy target for budget 
cuts that negatively effects both the organizaiton and its 
employees as people.
2. Public Sector
Many engagement studies are sector-agnostic, and much 
of the publically available data is from private organiza-
tions. While the nuances of engagement in the public sec-
tor (specifically higher education) are less popular, there 
is still a lot of information out there, and some things to 
take into consideration:
a. Purpose and Public Service Motivation
One of the greatest motivators of engagement is purpose10. 
Fortunately, in the public sector, the sense of purpose is 
often easy for employees to understand. Public sector em-
ployees cited “Serving the public with integrity” as their 
most distinguishing engagement factor7.
In fact, there is a specific term for the “general altruistic 
motivation to serve the interests of a community of peo-
ple, a state, a nation or humanity4” - Public Service Motiva-
tion (PSM). PSM “offers the motive to use all the available 
energy and dedication for the public good on a daily ba-
sis4,” and employees with high PSM can better deal with 
organizational stressors because of their commitment to 
serving others. PSM can be harnessed as a motivator and 
can increase engagement by giving employees opportuni-
ties to work with those they serve and by drawing connec-
tions between their work and helping others. However, it 
should not be exploited; if job demands are high but re-
sources are low, employees will suffer burnout and a loss 
of psychological resources, resulting in lower PSM and dis-
engagement4.
b. Customer impact = citizen impact
While increased customer impact can equal greater fi-
nancial gains in the private sector, the effects are slightly 
different for nonprofit or public organizations. In the pub-
“Engaged employees are those 
who are doing the best that 
they can every day, showing up 
and able to contribute.”
Ellen Weeks, PSU Information Technology
“There is no student success 
without employee success”
Kirk Kelly, PSU Information Technology
c. Lower turnover
Turnover is costly; in fact, most estimates of turnover costs 
range from one half to five times the employee’s annual 
salary2, which adds up, especially for large public organi-
zations. Not only does it demand many time and monetary 
resources, but it is disruptive to lose a good employee and 
train a new one in their place. Many studies show that en-
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3. Engagement and Marginalized 
Populations
While employee engagement sounds like it may be a 
straightforward focal point to improve organizational per-
formance and employee well-being, there are unfortu-
nately many obstacles that marginalized populations face 
that may not be well understood by those in the majority 
or positions of privilege. While research about the over-
lap between engagement and being part of a marginalized 
group does exist2, it is scant. However, there is a growing 
repository of information about some of the hurdles that 
MPs face at work and the effects that it has, which can be 
easily viewed through the lens of engagement. 
a. Negative workplace impacts
There are sadly many examples of the negative impacts 
that being a marginalized population: they have less sup-
port from different-race coworkers and supervisors2; are 
often ignored more by supervisors14; face lower engage-
ment which leads to higher absenteeism or turnover14,15 
(which can also unfortunately lead to increased bias in 
the form of a “self-fulfilling prophecy”); feel invisible, over-
looked, and undervalued16; experience increased feelings 
of anxiety and isolation17; feel pressure to hide their true 
selves or face being ostracized, threatened, or discrimi-
nated against18; live with “only-ness” and lack represen-
tation or others who understand their situation16,19; expe-
rience decreased creative energy and collaboration17; and 
feel dissimilar from others which causes exclusion from 
important networks that can impact job information and 
performance20. One very common complaint of margin-
alized populations in the workplace is that they must do 
more to prove they are “as good” as employees who are 
part of the majority21,16,22, which affects every aspect of em-
ployment, from resumes to performance reviews to pro-
motions. For example, the success of women and people 
of color is often attributed more to luck, whereas success 
for males and whites were attributed to skill. Their failures, 
however, are more often attributed to lack of skill, where-
as again males and whites were the opposite and failures 
were attributed to bad luck from external causes16. 
b. External factors
The above issues alone are hard enough for individuals 
in the workplace; unfortunately, there are also external 
factors making it even more difficult. The political climate 
for a lot of marginalized populations is under constant 
change, with protections varying by the day and city. While 
Oregon, Portland, and PSU now have some strong protec-
tions for marginalized groups, including expanded rights 
for women, people of color, and queer and transgender 
employees, those in other states and still many in Port-
land face higher chance of violence, being fired for their 
protected class status, being denied healthcare, and more. 
Some protections are new enough that many remember a 
day without them, and many MPs still face the lasting ef-
fects of a history of racism, sexism, ableism, homophobia, 
and more. The recency of some of the basic rights that 
many have had for centuries is alarming and can help to 
understand the very slow shift in social acceptance. For 
example, while pay equity for women and people of col-
or has been a law in Oregon since 1955, and a US-wide 
law since 1976, there are still a lot of ways in which pay 
gaps are still perpetuated in hiring and employment prac-
tices. Discrimination in hiring varies widely depending on 
status (e.g. race, gender, sexual orientation, disability sta-
tus, gender identity, or pregnancy) but there are still very 
few women, people of color, or LGBTQ folks in positions 
of power. Appendix A summarizes some of the civil rights 
laws in Oregon and in the United States with a focus on on 
employment and education, which can help understand 
just how recently many people have been “given” the right 
to be treated equally. This can help understand the glacial 
pace of social change, acceptance, and workplace climate 
for these populations.
While this report does not focus specifically on these very 
real sociocultural issues, we must acknowledge that mar-
ginalized populations face many varying stressors that 
those who are part of majority groups do not. These add-
ed stressors in both their professional and personal lives 
affect the amount of physical, mental, and emotional en-
ergy available for work. Additionally, many MPs have faced 
discrimination in the workplace for years and as such have 
seen impacts in career growth and disproportionate rep-
resentation in lower wage jobs and poverty.
c. Privilege and power in engagement
One more thing to consider about engagement and mar-
ginalized populations is who is defining and owning “en-
gagement.” Engagement efforts have typically been mea-
sured and lead by the majority people in power; however, 
leadership must understand it is not a formula for every-
one. Those with less privilege (be it earned, e.g. degree, or 
unearned, e.g. ableness or race) often have less power or 
control over their situation, and therefore their engage-
ment can be affected more by these uncontrollable attri-
butes. Higher or lower privilege and power can influence 
how available resources are (or even just the perception of 
availability) and how demanding a job or task is. Someone 
with more privilege/power in a particular job/situation 
may find it more engaging than one with less. Engagement 
is therefore comprised not only of meaningful work, but of 
privilege and organizational justice23.
It is clear that bias in the workplace, be it intentional or 
unintentional, has very real effects on employees who are 
part of minority or marginalized groups. The negative ef-
fects of discrimination and bias can range, but it is rea-
sonable to assume that loneliness, ostracization, lack of 
respect, unfairness, and less opportunity for advancement 
are all very real contributors to decreased engagement 
for these employees. The rest of this report will focus on 
the engagement climate at Portland State University and 
recommendations for improving engagement overall, but 
with particular focus on marginalized employees.
lic sector, “customers” are actually citizens of whatever 
city, state, or federal district is funding the organization 
through taxes. At a university, these customers are stu-
dents and faculty who are dedicating their lives to educa-
tion. Employees with high PSM and dedication to serving 
others will have higher engagement and provide a better 
experience for their constituents.
c. Leadership and the political climate
Leadership in the public sector can have levels of com-
plication that is not present in the private sector, such as 
elected officials.  Public sector leadership has the oppor-
tunity to be more change-focused, people-oriented, and 
transformational11; however, some research shows that 
public sector leadership tends to be generally poorer than 
in the private sector12. Other barriers to public sector en-
gagement include constant attacks on government by the 
public, frequently changing political leadership, bureau-
cratic constraints to decision-making, multiple external 
stakeholders with influence, limited finances, and the 
highly visible nature of working in a sector funded by the 
public and the necessary transparency13.
“How would you engage with 
your coworkers if you felt 
ostracized and left out?”
Dr. Carmen Suarez, PSU Diversity & Inclusion
“I frequently encounter people who 
advocate for equity and diversity 
and inclusion saying something or 
acting in a way that is exclusionary to 
groups that they don’t pay attention 
to; people who are gung ho about 
racial equity can make a disparaging 
comment about conservatives, for 
example, not even being aware of what 
they are saying. We have to be very 
self-reflective of ourselvs.”
Dr. Masami Nishishiba, PSU Center for 
Public Service
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PSU Survey Data
The Gallup Q12 survey was sent out to a subset of PSU staff for two years in a row. The survey, comprised of 12 questions as 
the name suggests, is one of the most popular engagement surveys. Gallup began the survey in the 1990s and has millions 
of datapoints over the years and across organizations. The questions are:
 » Do you know what is expected of you at work?
 » Do you have the materials and equipment to do your work right?
 » At work, do you have the opportunity to do what you do best every day?
 » In the last seven days, have you received recognition or praise for doing good work?
 » Does your supervisor, or someone at work, seem to care about you as a person?
 » Is there someone at work who encourages your development?
 » At work, do your opinions seem to count?
 » Does the mission/purpose of your company make you feel your job is important?
 » Are your associates (fellow employees) committed to doing quality work?
 » Do you have a best friend at work?
 » In the last six months, has someone at work talked to you about your progress?
 » In the last year, have you had opportunities to learn and grow?
Along with the actual Q12 questions, PSU also gathered demographic data for race, gender, LGBTQ status, and years work-
ing at PSU. The following graphs focus on the 2016 scores.
1. Statistical Analysis
Unfortunately, in order to do a full analysis to assess sig-
nificant differences between data sets for each of the de-
mographics, the full set of data must be purchased. Some 
groups had too few participants to be included in the data. 
Thus, the data must be taken with a grain of salt, especial-
ly in terms of comparing the different ethnicities. 
Despite the data limitations, we are still able to draw valu-
able insights. The answers can also help to understand 
what questions are not being asked or what future re-
search could possibly focus on, e.g. why are certain groups 
of color feeling so much less invested in.
In the future, being able to run a full analysis would be 
very helpful for understanding the actual differences, but 
requires investing in the added cost of data. A baseline 
has been established, and the survey was just completed 
for the third year in a row. This means PSU can start not 
only targeting specific areas of low scores, but can start 
drawing connections between specific campus efforts and 
a rise in correlated scores (e.g. professional development 
efforts and “Development” scores). Also of note are some 
of the small sample sizes (for example, some ethnicities 
only had 8 or 10 respondents), which provide a less accu-
rate overview when compared to the larger counterparts 
(e.g. in 2016, 74% of the 308 respondents were white). Ex-
panding the survey to more employees AND increasing the 
number of non-white employees would increase the reli-
ability and accuracy of the analysis.
Below are graphs depicting the averages for each group; 
ncluded for each demographic comparison is an overview 
of the largest differences between groups for each of the 
populations (the tables in each section below).
2. Trends
Below are graphs visualizing the overall averages for each 
population by each of the 12 Gallup questions (along with 
a 13th, asking overall satisfaction). Again, due to the limit-
ed data AND small sample sizes, there is a likely chance of 
error when extrapolating the results to the rest of the PSU 
population. Below are some of the notable differences be-
tween groups from the graphs and data.
a. Gender
The gender differences are some of the smallest when looking at all 5 demographics. There is fairly even split among 
who has the higher score between men and women for each question as well (e.g. women have the higher score half of 
the time, men the other half). The differences seem small enough to not suggest much disparity between genders in how 
they are experiencing engagement. While small leads, the questions with the biggest differences do all have women with 
the higher scores:
Question Difference (higher score)
Mission/Purpose .22 (Women)
Materials/Equipment .18 (Women)
Best Friend .17 (Women)
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b. LGBTQ status c. Race
LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ scores were slightly more disparate than gender, with LGBTQ only having a higher score than non-
LGBTQ for 5 of the 13 questions (just over 1/3). The most significant differences (below) all had non-LGBTQ employees with 
the higher scores. Glancing at the data, it appears that LGBTQ employees may be expriencing slightly more disengagement 
as seen with lower average answers to some of the questions. PSU is known for being a very LGBTQ-inclusive campus, but 
discrimination and homophobia are still very much alive.
Question Difference (higher score)
Opportunity to do best .49 (Not LGBTQ)
Know What’s Expected .34 (Not LGBTQ)
Committed to Quality .27 (Not LGBTQ)
“If you don’t go to work each day and 
feel appreciated, that’s a problem.”
Dr. Kevin Reynolds, PSU Finance and 
Administration
1716
The race data is more varied and has more categories. In general, Black respondents were the highest of many categories, 
including a slight lead in overall satisfaction. Hispanic/Latinx* answers were the lowest overall, and also decreased a lot 
from 2015-2016. Asian respondents are on the lower end on many of the questions as well. White respondents are not the 
highest of any category, nor are they the lowest; this is possibly due to the very large sample size in comparison to other 
races (respondents were 74% white, whereas there were many fewer black or Latinx employees, making each response 
much more weighted). Multiple Races also fluctuated quite a bit between years and by question. While this data widely 
varies based upon the questions, it is easy to see that some employees of color are at a serious disadvantage when it 
comes to some critical components of engagement, especially feeling cared about. Below are the largest differences.
Question Difference (higher score)
Development 1.46 (hi Black, low Latinx)
Cares About Me 1.26 (hi Black, low Latinx)
Progress 1.15 (hi Black, low Latinx)
*Latinx is a nongendered way of referring to Latina/Latino people. Many members of the Latinx community have eschewed the term “His-
panic” as it is a word that identifies people based upon the colonizers of South America, not the native inhabitants who were colonized.
“People need to feel valued and 
honored on the job.”
Dr. Carmen Suarez PSU Diversity & Inclusion
d. Years of service
This category was also quite varied. Newer employees (who have been with PSU for under two years) scored highest on 
“Recognition,” “Cares About Me,” “Mission/Purpose,” “Opinions Count,” and overall satisfaction, but quite low on “Best 
Friend.” Contrarily, employees with more tenure (over 21 years) scored highest on “Knows What’s Expected of Me,” “Oppor-
tunity to Do Best,” “Committed to Quality,” and “Best Friend”. While age is a protected class and a marginalized population, 
years of service is not itself an MP so it is not focused on in this report.
1918
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“Employees need to feel, not 
just hear, that they are our 
number one value.”
Kirk Kelly, PSU information technology
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1. Contributors
Various departments are effectively supporting employee 
engagement and focusing on equity for Marginalized Pop-
ulations. 
a. Professional development
Development is a very strong contributor to engagement, 
and many areas of PSU value this and invest in their em-
ployees. While many can think of “professional develop-
ment” as “going to expensive out-of-state conferences,” 
there are many other ways for staff to learn and grow in 
the technical components of their jobs, to learn the skills 
necessary for the next job, and to improve on competen-
cies such as conflict management and communication. 
PSU offers reduced tuition and free auditing, and many 
free classes ranging from financial wellness to implicit 
bias. Many managers value and promote education and 
development and encourage their staff to job shadow, at-
tend local conferences or meetup groups, and participate 
in cross-training for learning other interesting job skills 
that can enhance career mobility. 
b. Management and leadership training
Another significant driver of engagement is one’s manager 
- the personal relationship, how they treat the employee 
relative to others, and how competent they are in leader-
ship abilities. PSU has been increasing leadership devel-
opment in multiple ways. Human Resources offers basic 
management training and more advanced leadership de-
velopment to all managers to focus on both logistics (e.g. 
leave reporting and union contracts) and “soft skills” such 
as emotional intelligence and employee development. De-
partments have their own leadership development pro-
grams as well, from IT managers to incoming academic 
department chairs. These trainings not only provide edu-
cation and knowledge, but foster a sense of camaraderie 
and forge relationships that may not happen in the regu-
lar course of work.
c. Purpose and community involvement
PSU leadership is often very connected to the university’s 
mission and purpose, and ensure staff can connect as well. 
Various managers encourage volunteering at PSU events 
that serve students and faculty (such as commencement 
or Harvest Share), joining committees across campus, 
collaborating with student groups or employee resource 
groups, and generally getting involved with campus issues 
that they care about. University leadership encourages 
staff to share their opinions about initiatives, such as with 
the new strategic plan, and also focuses on fostering a 
sense of community with local businesses (e.g. Portland 
State of Mind, collaborative research, and other events). 
PSU is full of opportunities that can be leveraged to cre-
ate a strong connection to the university’s mission and 
harness the power of Public Service Motivation, which will 
encourage dedication, fulfillment, productivity, and other 
positive actions that will enhance employee engagement. 
d. Soliciting feedback
Employees must feel heard and respected for their con-
tributions. This is encouraged by asking for staff feedback 
in a multitude of venues, including large campus forums, 
one-on-one meetings between employees and managers, 
and anonymous feedback forms. As the university has a 
strong focus on equity and inclusion, feedback is encour-
Current Climate and Practices at PSU
To understand the various climates and practices at PSU that contribute to and detract from the university’s engage-
ment and equity, 12 PSU administrators in leadership positions were interviewed (summarized in Appendix B); while the 
information learned from the interviews is represented in the sections below, specific responses from interviews are not 
attributed to the individual interviewees to maintain some privacy. An anonymous survey of employees who identify as 
being part of marginalized groups (summarized in Appendix C) was also conducted. Below is a summary of the various 
PSU practices that contribute to and inhibit engagement and equity.
aged and directly solicited from marginalized groups for 
initiatives such as the strategic plan or campus-wide com-
mittees; this helps to ensure a variety of voices are heard. 
Regular meetings between staff and management focus 
on what employees like and dislike about their jobs and 
PSU, where they see their strengths, and what is inhibit-
ing them from performing their jobs well. This feedback 
is taken seriously and acted upon to remove barriers that 
prevent engagement.
e. Labor unions
Labor unions exist to protect employees and ensure fair-
ness. PSU has many unions, with the two largest being 
SEIU and AAUP. Unions work to ensure fair treatment, com-
pensation equity, and reasonable working conditions for 
employees, which are most certainly important compo-
nents to engagement.
f. Acknowledging equity issues
Many managers at PSU are committed to acting honestly 
and in a self-aware manner, and strive to be open about 
equity and diversity issues. This manifests in many ways, 
such as engaging with Global Diversity and Inclusion to 
provide implicit bias training, having transparent conver-
sations about racial diversity with incoming faculty of col-
or, working with hiring managers on mitigating bias in hir-
ing, and encouraging different groups to get together and 
have open conversations about issues. The new PSU stra-
tegic plan not only has one of its five strategic goals dedi-
cated to expanding a commitment to equity, but highlights 
an “equity lens” throughout the plan. This is reflective of 
the PSU’s commitment to inclusion; many PSU managers 
embrace the equity lens and use it to acknowledge and 
decrease bias or discrimination in their departments.
g. Encouraging Relationships
Having strong relationships with management and col-
leagues (both within one’s department and across cam-
pus) affects engagement - who wants to come to work 
when they don’t like anyone? Many managers are aware 
of the importance of relationships, and relationship 
management is a critical trait of a good leader. Hosting 
department events, having focused but fun retreats, en-
couragement to attend campus-wide events on work time, 
attending training or conferences together, and provid-
ing space and encouragement for sharing and learning 
together are all tactics various PSU leadership takes to 
encourage friendly and professional relationships. Forg-
ing relationships with “different” people leads to a greater 
sense of empathy, and PSU makes an effort to reduce silos 
by bringing together many different groups to bond over a 
common goal, be it ice cream, a celebration of employees, 
or a poster session.
h. Caring and valuing engagement
While everyone may not use the same terminology around 
engagement, many managers value it and are dedicated 
to providing an engaging working environment. They do 
this by creating a culture of caring, getting to know their 
employees and what their strengths and barriers are (in-
cluding difficulties they face from being in marginalized 
groups), sending out climate or engagement surveys, en-
couraging discussion around what can be done better, and 
in general caring about the employee experience. Good 
managers across campus invest in and value their employ-
ees and create an enjoyable workplace - and understand 
the importance of doing so.
i. Groups and policies supporting MPs
PSU has many policies protecting marginalized popula-
tions, and a strong Office of Global Diversity and Inclu-
sion (OGDI) to focus on equity for students, faculty, and 
staff. Some of the PSU-wide policies focused on equity 
are: a Prohibited Discrimination and Harassment policy; 
“The fact that we highlighted 
equity in our strategic plan 
suggests that compared to 
some other universities we are 
taking these issues seriously.”
Dr. Masami Nishishiba, PSU center for public service
“If you get to know the person or 
department you’re judging you might 
be more forgiving and understanding.”
Ellen Weeks, PSU Information Technology
2322
a required training module for all employees, “Creating a 
Culture of Respect: Preventing Prohibited Discrimination 
and Unlawful Harassment;” liberal sick time that aligns 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Family and Med-
ical Leave Act, and Oregon Family and Medical Leave Act; 
religious accommodations; and support for reasonable ac-
commodations and access. 
There are many other practices that support MPs. The eq-
uity lens also exists throughout the university’s strategic 
plan and administrative functions. OGDI also oversees the 
Diversity Action Council, which has many sub-commit-
tees that focus on making recommendations to the PSU 
president for improving the diversity climate at PSU. Many 
OGDI trainings exist as well, such as implicit bias and deci-
sion-making through the equity lens, and required equity 
and inclusion training for all academic search committees. 
Many PSU equity and inclusion practices are for students, 
but there are quite a few specifically for, or that also sup-
port, employees (including faculty, staff, and administra-
tion). Some of those are:
 » Sexual orientation and gender identity are part of 
demographics surveys, partially instigated by 2013’s 
Oregon HB 2995
 » Preferred Name and Name in Use (projects support-
ing trans students and employees)
 » Resource centers for students also provide space for 
staff, including the Queer Resource Center, Veteran’s 
Resource Center, Women’s Resource Center, Diversity 
and Multicultural Student Services, Cultural Resource 
Centers, a prayer room, and others.
 » Annual events like the MLK Tribute, culturally re-
sponsive workshops, and President’s diversity awards
 » Community partnerships with organizations pro-
moting equity and diversity
 » All-gender restrooms throughout campus
 » Commission on Sexual and Gender Equity (SAGE) 
 » Many more!
PSU is very supportive of diversity, equity, and inclusion, 
though whether individual front-line employees feel that 
varies widely and is largely dependent upon their manag-
ers and departmental culture. 
2. Inhibitors
a. Inconsistency and accountability
While the above section highlights some great manage-
ment practices, one common complaint is that much of 
this is self-directed by department leaders, and that the 
institution lacks ownership or accountability of some en-
gagement efforts from the top. While grassroots, depart-
mental, and “trickle up” initiatives are certainly a part of 
any organization, a culture of valuing employees must be 
championed by the organizational leader. While Human 
Resources can require annual performance evaluations, it 
is much more difficult to infuse a culture of valuing real 
performance management; while professional develop-
ment opportunities can be offered, all levels of leadership 
must value employee growth and development, encourage 
their staff to participate, and back it up with resources; 
while employee engagement scores can be measured, 
someone must care enough to analyze the results, talk to 
employees, and take steps towards improvement. 
b. Management training
The value of training managers on leadership skills is 
widely known, but there are many areas on campus where 
this is not encouraged or valued; an over-taxed Human 
Resources department provides valuable training oppor-
tunities, but does not currently have the resources to in-
crease their capacity to do outreach to all of PSU, nor can 
they simply force the information on unwilling department 
managers. The employees of these managers suffer and 
turnover is high; managers are, after all, one of the biggest 
contributors to engagement and retention.
Many managers are promoted due to their high techni-
cal competency, so they are assumed to be able to lead 
teams. However, as is observed time and time again, the 
skills it takes to empower and lead a team towards suc-
cess are far different than being the smartest. Some hide 
from their manager duties, leaving sorely neglected staff. 
“Leadership development 
is part of engagement: 
you will not be engaged if 
your supervisor does not 
support and inspire you, and 
supervisors need to develop 
those skills.”
Dr. Kevin Reynolds, PSU finance and administration
Others want to be successful managers but aren’t given 
the tools to do so and unwittingly create inequity and 
disengagement. While leadership training is available in 
many permutations across campus, it is not universally 
encouraged, nor is it regularly required for all managers 
or department chairs. Training on implicit bias and equity 
is also inconsistent, which disproportionately affects MP 
employees who are already suffering the effects of report-
ing to poor or untrained managers. Lack of knowledgeable, 
leadership-focused managers is possibly the biggest con-
tributor of disengagement across campus for all staff, and 
particularly for marginalized populations.
c. Siloing
In a large urban university with so many departments, 
keeping a feeling of unity is hard. While disconnected of-
fice space and full lives outside of PSU can certainly con-
tribute, there seem to be rifts between sections of PSU. 
Be it faculty vs staff, tenured vs non-tenured faculty, or 
union vs administration, PSU struggles with in-group fight-
ing that is a frustrating barrier to engagement and felt 
throughout the university. 
d. Workload discrepancy
Studies, voices from employees, and confirmation from di-
versity experts show that many MPs, especially faculty, suf-
fer over-taxation from being a mentor or caring shoulder 
for students who face the same marginalization. This can 
cause more emotional exhaustion and simply less time to 
spend on other work, and certainly lead to demoralization. 
Studies show, and people report, that discrimination and 
bias mean marginalized employees must often work hard-
er or produce more in order to be seen as equals to other 
employees.
e. Historically low diversity
It’s no secret that Portland has historically been very white, 
and the implications reach much farther than the demo-
graphics. Recruiting professionals of color can be difficult, 
as the current pipeline of Portland residents is more lim-
ited than with other cities. While recruiting nationally is 
an option, there are also unfortunate issues with people 
moving to Portland then leaving after a year or two due to 
the racial diversity and lack of inclusion; getting settled in 
a new city with no family and significantly less sunshine is 
already hard enough, but it is even more difficult for those 
who don’t see themselves reflected in the community as 
much as they are used to. The low representation in fac-
ulty/staff affects things like sharing valuable perspectives 
with students, providing an understanding that non-mar-
ginalized employees may not have. And, since engaged 
employees are more likely to make recommendations to 
their personal networks for open positions7, if there are 
few MP employees AND they are suffering less engage-
ment then the power of personal references is significant-
ly decreased and the cycle continues. 
f. Compensation
Compensation is often an easy scapegoat for low engage-
ment or high turnover, but specifically, PSU has more is-
sues with compensation fairness and inequalities. While 
unions such as the SEIU have explicit pay bands (which of 
course can have their own issues), other pay inequalities 
exist between departments or classifications. For example, 
some faculty are paid for service work, while others are ex-
pected to do it as part of their dedication to the university, 
and the inconsistency can be harmful. Titles and salaries 
vary for non-union staff with little oversight (though HR 
is currently participating in a compensation study). Addi-
tionally, pay inequality that began, for example, 10 years 
ago when a woman or person of color was offered less 
money for equal work continues to perpetuate itself and 
it becomes more difficult to fix or even recognize as time 
goes on. 
g. Communication
Communication will likely always be a source of complaint 
in an organization, but PSU does have some valid ones. 
Many employees do not know about the resources avail-
able to them (e.g. employee resource groups) due to lack 
of consistent communication from their own departments, 
and there is not always a lot of central communication 
from the university leadership. Sometimes that is due to 
the fact that communication is done in the way it always 
has been (e.g. providing answers only when directly asked) 
and not how employees and faculty want it (digital, easy 
to find, proactive). However, even trying to find information 
on PSU’s website can be very frustrating. PSU has nearly 
innumerable events, development opportunities, and vol-
unteer opportunities, but being able to find them or even 
where to start is not always easy to figure out. 
“Communications mechanisms change 
all the time; just when we think we’ve 
arrived, they’ve changed. We need 
to keep reinventing our systems and 
approaches.”
Lois Davis, PSU Office of the President
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own members and often not thinking about the demands 
of others. Unions like the SEIU provide salary banding, but 
others are much more varied and not all staff belong to 
one, so equal payment for equal work is extremely difficult 
to navigate university-wide. 
The academic side of the university certainly has its spe-
cific structural issues that can cause even more stress. 
Tenure is a very political and complicated process, as is 
the nature of research for those faculty and the difficulty 
of spending a large percentage of one’s work applying for 
grants just to be rejected. The department chair phenom-
enon is an interesting one as well - one faculty member 
who is a peer to the others is elevated to being “ in charge” 
for a few years, then seated back at that same level after; 
this “temporary manager” role can create interpersonal 
rifts between colleagues. Additionally, many chairs do not 
want this role or are not trained on the complications of 
managing faculty (training is provided yet not required). 
j. Work process
One observation by multiple interviewees is the fact that 
many staff are doing uninteresting or repetitive work. Few 
employees would say they want to keep doing “machine” 
work and would rather do something that is challenging 
and enjoyable, yet are limited by systems and process-
es that are in dire need of updating. While some can be 
rethought, there are many examples process improve-
ments that are not possible with the current technology 
constraints, or that require buy-in and work from many 
different areas that is difficult to instigate.
3. What do they say about it?
An informal survey (Appendix C) was conducted on mar-
ginalized employees mostly at PSU to examine the effects 
that their status has on their engagement. Respondents 
were asked to rank how engaged, respected, and com-
fortable they feel at work, and responded to open-end-
ed questions about their experiences as well. A full list of 
questions and some results are available in Appendix C. 
The survey seeks to better understand the relationship 
between engagement and respect for being different. For 
the ranking questions, the Pearson coefficient “r” was 
used to compare correlations between the data sets; a 
higher number means a stronger correlation between the 
two sets of data (maximum of r=1.0). There were statisti-
cally significant correlations between nearly all questions 
at the 0.01 significance level. Self-rating of engagement, 
which the survey is most concerned with, was significantly 
In terms of interpersonal communication, this varies wide-
ly. Some managers (and employees) can have difficult con-
versations that are constructive, know how to be cultural-
ly responsive, give emotionally sensitive direct feedback, 
mitigate bias in their interactions, communicate depart-
mental and strategic priorities, and keep information flow-
ing among teams; some, on the other hand, don’t know 
the first place to start and it takes its toll on personal and 
team performance and engagement.
h. Funding
In the public and nonprofit sectors (and much of the pri-
vate, to be fair), stress around funding is persistent. While 
departments may understand and agree that investing in 
staff development, allowing time away from work to engage 
with the community, or managers spending more time on 
leadership training is important, there is also a lot of work 
to be done with a limited number of staff and funding 
will likely not be increasing any time soon. Many import-
ant priorities combined with very limited budget creates 
stress around simply being able to keep up with the work-
flow, much less being able to focus on other things despite 
their importance. Limited funding and unchecked bias can 
also further the gap between marginalized and majority 
employees, e.g. more training provided for certain people.
i. Structure
Bureaucracies exist to ensure consistency across very 
large complex organizations like government and public 
education. However, they are not known for their simplic-
ity; the extra rules that can seem arbitrary to some folks, 
and can create more frustration and a feeling of being mi-
cromanaged or overly constricted. Unions create an extra 
layer of complexity and rules on top of existing federal, 
state, local, and PSU policies, and each is focused on their 
“Identifying process inefficiencies is 
critical to our employees’ happiness 
and engagement. If there is 
something broken, then we often 
find a complicated workaround that 
introduces a lot of pain-points. We 
need to spend time examining, pulling 
that apart, figuring out how to be 
more efficient.”
Susan Klees, PSU Finance and Administration
correlated with “I feel respected for my differences by my 
manager (r=0.519),” “I feel comfortable speaking up against 
the status quo to my manager (r=0.535),” and “I feel com-
fortable speaking up against the status quo to my cowork-
ers (r=0.546).” The only lesser significant correlation was 
between engagement and “I feel respected for my differ-
ences by my coworkers” (r=0.410).
What does this mean? The strongest correlation (.799) 
shows that employees who feel respected by their man-
ager are also those who are comfortable speak up against 
the status quo; one reason for this could be that they feel 
more safe being their true selves at work, or are more 
comfortable being “different.” There was also strong (.776) 
correlation between speaking up against the status quo 
to managers and to coworkers. This could be explained 
by managers strongly affecting the culture of the team; 
a fairly strong correlation between how comfortable one 
is being “different” exists between management and col-
leagues. The data suggests that a respectful culture and 
relationships with managers, and to a lesser degree rela-
tionships with coworkers, are crucial in feeling engaged.
The full pairwise correlations are available in Appendix C. 
The results are unsurprisingly similar with the feedback 
discussed by administration. Engagement at work is sig-
nificantly affected by how respected one feels for their 
differences, and how comfortable they are being differ-
ent. It seems, therefore, that how included one feels, how 
supported they are in showing up as their “whole selves” 
even if that is different than others, is a strong contributor 
to engagement. An inclusive culture, where managers and 
coworkers respect differences and encourage constructive 
discourse and dissent, is important for engagement; those 
who are part of marginalized groups will be affected the 
strongest by an uninclusive culture.
Below are a few quotes by some of the 25 respondents. It 
is clear that discrimination is very real to PSU employees, 
which impacts their engagement. 
a. Respect for the whole person
“When I feel valued and appreciated for the perspective I 
bring it is highly motivating. When I leave a meeting with 
executive leaders who have talked over me I feel very dis-
couraged and demotivated. If ever I consider seeking alter-
nate employment it is generally after such an experience.”
“Not being understood or respected creates massive 
barriers to engagement. It can push people (me) into dis-
connected states of mind and being. The sense that PSU-
-as represented by its management and culture--doesn’t 
seem to care (while continuously claiming to respect these 
differences) can be demoralizing at times.”
“After I started transitioning at another institution and was 
relatively welcomed and accepted, I found that my pro-
ductivity and level of engagement increased.”
“I can’t talk about my real social life. I am not out.”
b. Educating managers and staff
“It seems that many of our managers aren’t really inter-
ested in managing people/projects and would rather be 
doing hands-on work.”
“PSU should continue to promote diversity and accep-
tance through education and awareness programs and 
should continue to promote hiring of diverse/marginal-
ized groups.”
“I think it is important for people to realize the privilege 
they have, and to hear more about the experiences of 
others. Helping people learn how to check their privilege.”
“More training for upper management on supervising di-
verse populations (including marginalized groups).”
c. Treated differently
“There are definitely times I feel ostracized if I’m in a 
meeting with a group of men and I am the only woman at 
the table. A recent example is being first to a meeting to 
evaluate the potential equipment needs of a space. I end-
ed up being the only woman present, and as the others 
came into the space they circled up and literally left me 
out of the group until I said something.”
“I feel discouraged to engage with other employees that 
produce microaggressions.”
“I have experienced being talked over in meetings despite 
the fact that I am in a position of leadership and a subject 
matter expert.”
“I get frustrated by others’ behavior towards me (such as 
making comments about my body, which has happened at 
work at PSU) or feeling like I am not taken as seriously as I 
would be as a man, and then I feel less engaged.”
“I would feel more welcome overall if I never felt like I had 
to fight for a place at the table, or for my turn to speak in a 
meeting. Some days it’s easier just to give up and go with 
the flow, even if it means staying quiet or being left out.”
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“One of the key answers to 
staff engagement is showing 
front line and next level 
managers how to build 
community, how to manage a 
diverse workforce.”
Dr. Carmen Suarez, PSU diversity & inclusion
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Recommendations
1. Culture of Inclusion
The most impactful way to create a better environment 
for all employees is through intentionally creating an in-
clusive culture. A diverse group of employees is the result 
of an inclusive culture; many studies and articles tout the 
benefits of diversity, such as increased performance, in-
novation, creativity, engagement, cooperation, decreased 
stereotyping, readiness for change, financial strength, and 
more accuracy24,17,20. In fact, research emphasizes “creating 
a resilient workforce populated by people with different 
perspectives9.” When reviewing the plethora of benefits of 
an inclusive, diverse culture, and particularly when com-
paring them to the negative side effects to the lack of one 
(as discussed in the Employee Engagement and Marginal-
ized Populations section above), it becomes exceedingly 
clear that fostering this culture is a crucial part of engage-
ment that benefits all employees.
a. Creating an inclusive culture
Simply writing a policy on inclusion does not a culture 
make. University leadership must find ways to infuse this 
into the culture, which is already fortunately an focus 
of PSU. An inclusive culture is not just creative by hiring 
more “diverse” employees (which can also easily lead to 
stereotyping) - valuing different perspectives and making 
everyone feel included must trickle down from leadership. 
Managers must be held accountable for creating environ-
ments that encourage multiple perspectives, respecting 
differences and ensuring employees are given the tools to 
do so as well, creating a non-biased climate (ranging from 
the hiring process to jokes told in private), and recognizing 
and addressing power imbalances between marginalized 
and privileged employees21. As this can be a messy, sen-
sitive, and regularly fluctuating conservation, managers 
need guidance and training to help them understand the 
benefits, disadvantages, and some tactical instruction for 
making improvements (e.g. building diverse teams, perfor-
mance management, hiring). Having an idea of what needs 
to happen gives no assurance of knowing how. This should 
happen through groups like Human Resources (HR), Global 
Diversity and Inclusion (OGDI), and staff within the depart-
ment who understand how to have these conversations. 
Conversations must be had in a safe environment to make 
sure the focus is on inclusion (where everyone feels re-
spected for their diverse perspectives) versus assimilation 
(where everyone is expected to ignore differences and pre-
tend everyone is the same)25. Teams must be taught how to 
manage differences via promoting diverse perspectives, or 
the team culture and performance will suffer20. 
Recommendations for creating an inclusive organization 
extend beyond the capacity of this report, and are not a 
simple formula to follow. Ensuring leadership from the top 
down has this value is an important first step. PSU’s Diver-
sity Action Committee and its sub-groups are an excellent 
way to have these conversations. There are also other or-
Between peer-reviewed research, numerous articles by trusted online resources, and suggestions by PSU administration, 
there are many opportunities to improve PSU engagement through the equity lens. 
“If you can get to a space 
of learning and trust and 
acceptance, then we can get it 
wrong sometimes. This allows 
us to then take more risk, to 
solve bigger problems, to be 
able to make mistakes in the 
pursuit of excellence.”
Sukhwant Jhaj, PSU academic innovation
ganizations who are known for their success in creating 
an inclusive culture who can be studied for salient recom-
mendations26,27,8. Oregon State University, for example, has 
multiple positions inside of departments that work closely 
with the University-wide Office of Diversity and Inclusion 
but who are focused on their particular departments. Re-
searching published reports or leaders of other organiza-
tions will give some good perspectives that can be used 
alongside internal PSU direction. Focusing on creating this 
inclusive environment will benefit all employees, especial-
ly populations who face exclusion on a regular basis.
2. Addressing Implicit Bias
Implicit (or “unconscious”) bias exists and has negative 
impacts on employees28 and particularly comes out when 
making quick decisions, such as when making interview 
judgements or during conflict29. As awareness around this 
unfortunate phenomenon becomes more popular, the 
common answer is implicit bias training, which is required 
at many universities, including University of Oregon. 
Awareness is the answer, but simply requiring everyone to 
attend a training will not solve this problem.
a. Collaborative messaging
Like an inclusive culture, learning how to “bias check” 
does not happen by simply hiring more “diverse” em-
ployees or telling staff they aren’t allowed to make dis-
criminatory jokes. It is intentional and must be handled 
with empathy, understanding, and in a safe environment. 
Steps to reducing bias certainly do not include ostracizing 
others in positions of privilege (e.g. men, able-bodied, or 
cis-gendered people) with an accusatory tone; this leads 
to defensiveness, divisiveness, and can create significant 
harm. Addressing bias and slowly excluding it from uncon-
scious interactions takes awareness and knowledge, which 
is gained via training for all levels: employees, front-line 
management, and upper leadership. This begins with buy-
in from the top of the university and requires departmen-
tal managers to be on board as well. Simply saying all em-
ployees must attend a “sensitivity training” will probably 
result in grumbling employees and possibly a backlash to 
being told they are currently doing poorly at this topic. 
Contrast this, however, with a leader who works with train-
ers to create focused sessions, communicates the bene-
fits (e.g. how to create a better pool of applicants, tools 
for having difficult conversations or constructive dissent), 
who is eager to learn themselves, and who has communi-
cated that they value equity and inclusion in other aspects 
of work and not just an out-of-the blue training. Employ-
ees can tell when leaders are genuine and live by their 
values, and this is no different. 
The relationship between leadership (and even employ-
ees) and those doing the training must be strong and fo-
cused on understanding and a willingness to work together 
to create positive change. This means not just decreasing 
bias, but encouraging an inclusive culture. Trainings must 
be useful and create a safe environment in which to ex-
plore a difficult topic, including reserving judgement when 
people “get it wrong” - after all, the point is to learn and 
improve. HR, OGDI, and individual department leadership 
must be proactive, helpful, and patient in coaching others.
b. Training
Creating a culture of value, buy-in, and education about 
equity and eliminating bias is a very complicated discus-
sion that many organizations, most certainly universities, 
are having right now. The answer is in positive, collabora-
tive messaging mixed with education. Make trainings avail-
able to all and make them digestible - this includes mixing 
theory with practice, focusing on the benefits, and giving 
managers tangible tools that they can take back to their 
“Engagement in higher education 
involves creating an inclusive 
organizational culture, one that is 
respectful and hospitable to everyone.”
Anne Gillies, Oregon State University
“People who love their 
managers love their jobs. 
Helping our managers be 
better and more effective is 
one of the most significant 
things we can do for 
engagement.”
Susan Klees, PSU Finance and administration
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everyday work. Include the bias perspective (or equity lens, 
as PSU does) in all types of conversations, such as when 
implementing new programs, when choosing vendors, in 
training materials, or when hiring - not just when it’s time 
for an implicit bias training. Create a Search Advocate Pro-
gram30 (which has recently begun at PSU) to not just ben-
efit recruitment, but to spread information to those who 
can then help to reinforce that culture. Inclusion training 
is already required for faculty searches, and implementing 
a Search Advocate program at PSU will hopefully encour-
age all university searches to have a partner in inclusive, 
consistent, and effective search practices. Give employees 
tools to constructively call out potential bias when they 
see it happening to themselves or their colleagues.
Training is more effective when focused on individual sto-
ries, as it provides a sense of empathy needed when dis-
cussing these topics that speak to both the logical and 
emotional side of bias. For example, a recent training at 
PSU showed someone who couldn’t use a mouse due to a 
physical constraint and what that person’s experience is 
in trying to navigate their online needs. This was far more 
effective in helping those at the training understand why 
online accessibility is important instead of simply telling 
them a set of rules to follow. Focusing on the why, a tenant 
used in parenting and teaching for centuries, is a much 
more effective focus for changing culture than simply 
telling employees or leadership to do something. Under-
standing what MPs go through can give managers a differ-
ent perspective and better understanding of their employ-
ees, and training can help them avoid negative behaviors. 
An understanding of implicit bias is essential for margin-
alized populations being treated fairly. The more bias that 
happens in the workplace with current employees, the 
more disengaged they will become. Bias in the hiring pro-
cess can prevent MPs from even entering the workplace, 
and will push out those who are experiencing it. While 
some discrimination is intentional, many would argue 
that most is not. Acknowledging unconscious or implicit 
bias can help to decrease it, and training employees and 
managers to recognize their own biases and analyze their 
own interactions will greatly decrease the inequity in the 
workplace. This will have a very strong effect on the en-
gagement of those who are being discriminated against. 
3. Leadership Development
Aside from working with leadership on acknowledging bias 
and inclusion, managers also must know how to manage. It 
is far too frequent of an occurrence that those promoted to 
management are the most tenured or technically compe-
tent, but that does not speak to one’s ability to understand 
how to effectively manage other people. While a university 
environment is a great place for conceptual learning, PSU 
must also provide practical guidance and training on good 
leadership and management techniques (e.g. optimistic 
managers create better performance and more workplace 
optimism, which will increase engagement31; how can we 
hire for that?). As mentioned in above sections, many ef-
forts around this currently exist in different areas around 
campus. The knowledge is becoming more available but as 
always, the struggle will continue to be proactively getting 
those who need it to participate. PSU administration can 
help by providing assistance to managers who are suffer-
ing from disengaged employees, be it from a training class 
or one-on-one help. 
a. Ownership
If there is no position responsible for equitable engage-
ment to work with departments on leadership develop-
ment and training managers, then who will have ownership 
over this extremely important role? If this is truly valued 
by the university, designating how this work will get done 
(and by whom) is a must. Researching best practices may 
be somewhat simple (research is out there in droves and 
many companies, now including Google32, publish their 
materials), but getting buy-in with shared governance, 
understanding the nuances between microclimates, en-
suring information is reaching everyone, focusing on in-
clusive engagement, and being able to navigate the pol-
itics are ever-present challenges. Designating ownership 
for consistent leadership development centrally or within 
“There is real correlation 
between quality of the 
immediate supervisor and 
peoples’ effectiveness, 
productivity, happiness, and 
desire to stay at PSU. It is too 
important to our role to not 
focus on it.”
Susan KLees, PSU Finance and Administration
departments is essential but cannot happen without di-
rection from the top, and must be lead by the right person 
focused on collaboration and not enforcement.
Buy-in from the highest university leadership around this 
topic helps enormously as those people can encourage or 
require those below them to attend leadership training, 
live and lead by example, and make sure to hire, promote, 
and train inspirational, caring managers who embrace the 
values and culture of the organization. A workforce of en-
gaged employees simply cannot happen with poor leader-
ship - not just at the top of the organization, but manag-
ers of front-line staff as well. “Leaders have the greatest 
influence on employee engagement in the organization. 
Organizational leaders who cannot answer the question 
‘What am I doing to properly engage employees?’ are not 
doing enough to address employee engagement. Leaders 
cannot require employees to engage11.” Leadership must 
not only know what employee engagement is, but make it 
an intentional effort to create a climate that values it. 
4. Intentional Campus Climate
Successful efforts around employee engagement, such as 
California State University: San Marcos (CSUSM), show that 
effective culture change should be valued and champi-
oned by all levels of leaderhsip, including the president. 
CSUSM provides a good example and successful strategies 
around creating a positive, engaging campus climate.
a. The importance of campus climate
CSUSM president Karen Haynes has established Campus 
Climate as one of the 5 university strategic priorities33 and 
takes it very seriously. Culture, while it can be tricky to de-
fine, is integral to success34, and CSUSM understands that 
well. “Positive cultures, where people feel empowered, and 
part of the greater scheme of things, are more successful. 
Common elements of culture that can be seen in high per-
forming councils include a can-do culture where people 
don’t ask for permission to innovate and a buzzy culture 
that is recognisable, and are generally upbeat and posi-
tive. The ability to re-invent, re-energise and keep meeting 
and communicating as well as having a friendly, support-
ive and high performance culture are also common ele-
ments34.” A positive, inclusive climate strongly affects em-
ployee engagement and satisfaction. For staff, climate is 
largely shaped by close coworkers they interact with every 
day. Faculty must also contend with student perceptions 
and acceptance, as well as curriculum and university sup-
port (e.g. the difference in support between Black studies 
department versus a small program). 
Climate is not just university-wide, but exists in many per-
mutations called microclimates, such as based upon de-
partment or membership to an underrepresented group; 
being out as LGBTQ or as certain religions or political affil-
iations, for example, can be safe for one person but not for 
others. A Culture of Caring35 is highly valued in some areas, 
while others suffer micromanagement and are “motivat-
ed“ by fear of punishment. The university should acknowl-
edge and measure microclimates18, and work to infuse the 
positive ones across the whole organization.
b. CSUSM’s Campus Connect Program
One of the campus initiatives36 that has brought great 
success in terms of forging relationships and creating en-
gaged employees is the Campus Connect program37. Cham-
pioned by the Associate VP for Campus Climate & Chief of 
Staff Jennifer Williams and Associate Vice President for FAS 
Administration Katy Rees, this program “aims to enhance 
a positive campus climate by achieving the following ob-
jectives:
1. Instill a deeper understanding of the CSUSM Culture
2. Increase awareness of job functions across divi-
sions and departments to highlight the interdepen-
dent nature of everyone’s work
3. Develop an appreciation for the complexity of the 
institution
4. Create a cadre of “ambassadors” who will share in-
sights, clarify misconceptions and communicate infor-
mation about how the university works”
Each year, a cohort of 30 university employees (selected via 
an application process) meet as a group for one morning a 
week for 10 weeks in a row. They meet with the president 
and other university leadership, learn about the universi-
ty’s culture, spend time all areas of campus (e.g. facilities, 
the library, cultural centers, or university housing), and get 
to meet others across campus and forge important, last-
ing relationships. The program is a two year commitment 
- graduates of one year then go on to lead the program 
of the following year. Campus Connect directly supports 
“The University as a whole has a 
community engagement aspect; 
we need to continue to work with 
community partners, and find 
opportunities for faculty, staff, and 
students to collaborate with the 
community.”
Lois Davis, PSU Office of the President
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the President’s Campus Climate initiative, and employees 
know that these initiatives are valued. Graduates of the 
program are highly engaged, acting as ambassadors for 
the program who then energize others38. Informal work-
place networks are essential to solving problems, finding 
information, employee satisfaction, and retention38.
Ms. Williams and Ms. Rees speak for about 20 minutes on 
an education-focused podcast39 about their cultural initia-
tives that is highly worth hearing. A snippet of the informa-
tion packet is attached in Appendix D. 
c. Campus Connect at PSU
While culture is not one size fits all by any means, similar 
programs have been successful across other campuses 
and it is highly recommended that PSU seriously consider 
something similar. However, this will not be as successful 
if owned by a single department, including HR - valuing 
culture and getting others on board with a program like 
this simply must be a university initiative, and requires a 
high-level campus champion as with CSUSM. 
5. Culture of Engagement
Many PSU departments are successful by embracing a cul-
ture that values employees and their engagement, such 
as the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, Office of Infor-
mation Technology, and Office of Academic Innovation. To 
further spread success, these principles should be mes-
saged across campus to continue a culture of valuing and 
respecting the humans behind a successful university. 
a. Ask for feedback - and listen!
Management and administration should ask employees for 
their input and what they need to be successful40, includ-
ing letting them drive employee engagement efforts6. Em-
power optimism, self-efficacy, and self-esteem in employ-
ees4. Give them feedback, autonomy, and support so that 
they can take care of themselves (physically and mentally) 
and not face burnout and related health issues4. Under-
stand the right level of engagement that encourages their 
“flow” (the right amount of challenge and ability10). Man-
agers across the university who ask their employees how 
they feel, what they need to be successful, and respond 
to that feedback can attest for a dramatic improvement of 
engagement and the host of benefits that follow - not to 
mention it’s the right thing to do for employees. Spending 
time communicating, connecting, respecting, and learning 
about others is the first step to understanding their needs 
and how they can be supported.
b. Support a culture of engagement
There are many ways that PSU leadership can support a 
culture of engagement. Train managers how to create a 
caring, respectful culture to promote engagement16,3. Em-
power HR to be an employee champion (through initiatives 
like effective performance management and evaluating 
the work environment)41. Make organizational decisions 
with the employee experience in mind, and measure man-
ager’s success in part by how well they foster an engaging 
environment, including helping them form an employee 
engagement action plan (which, again, must be “owned” 
by someone at the university)8. Lead by example and show 
employees their recharge time is valued, including not 
working on evenings or weekends and taking real vacation 
time each year to disconnect. Find others with a high-func-
tioning, engaged team (either at the university or at other 
organizations) and ask about their methods. Investigate 
or collaborate with universities who have employee ex-
perience in their university strategic plans or initiatives, 
such as CSUSM “Campus Climate,”42 University of British 
Columbia “Outstanding Working Environment,”43 or Oregon 
State University’s “Improving Human Health and Wellness.” 
There are many very effective and engaging practices at 
PSU, but once again, they do not reach all corners of the 
university, which is an issue at PSU. 
“Listen, really understand 
without dismissing, find ways 
to follow through with ideas 
how to help make workloads 
manageable, and address 
concerns.”
Dr. Karen Marrongelle, PSU Liberal Arts and Sciences
6. Hiring and Onboarding
While engagement and inclusion are generally looked at 
in terms of current employees, it does a great disservice 
to overlook the importance of including them in the hiring 
and onboarding process, and many departments at PSU 
have a lot of room for improvement.
a. Recruitment and Hiring
Recruitment is not just an opportunity to find qualified 
candidates, but to try to attract them with PSU’s culture. 
The job advertisement, including qualifications, is the first 
interaction that potential candidates will have with PSU, 
and it is a crucial yet often hastily compiled step. Over-
ly-limiting qualifications that require strict experience 
keep a diverse range of candidates from applying and 
putting to use their different sets of skills. This dispropor-
tionately affects candidates who had difficulty acquiring 
certain education or joining particular fields of work, who 
will then have less of a chance to demonstrate their quali-
fications. Hiring for more than just technical qualifications 
or years of experience - such as attitude, cultural fit, ability 
and motivation to learn, or a service mindset - provides a 
richer, larger candidate pool, better variety of applicants, 
and more successful employees44.
Interviews should also be welcoming and inclusive, and 
hiring committees should reflect a variety of voices includ-
ing education, department, background, and voices that 
are often unheard. If a woman or person of color were 
to walk into an interview panel of 10 people and not see 
themselves reflected on the panel, that does not reflect 
well to the diversity values of PSU and may cause them 
to second-guess accepting a job. In terms of the actual 
interview components, requiring candidates go through a 
gauntlet that is no reflection of a day of actual work in 
their job is misleading and can turn off candidates who 
would otherwise had been eager to join45. 
Though it was many years ago, the Wisconsin State Gov-
ernment managed to very successfully revamp their bu-
reaucratic and unwelcoming hiring process to be one 
more focused on the applicant experience46. They elim-
inated pain-points, such as a long application process 
and excessive interviewing, which was done by soliciting 
and incorporating feedback about the process. They also 
started an entry professional program, including training 
graduate students, that resulted in more diverse and more 
qualified applicants who were receiving a chance that they 
may have not had otherwise. HR could certainly solicit and 
incorporate feedback about the overall application and 
hiring process, and advise departments on best practic-
es for their searches, which vary widely by department or 
type of position. 
Hiring for purpose, or Public Service Motivation (PSM), will 
result in more engaged, dedicated employees; this is par-
ticularly true for leadership, as those positions positively 
affect the organization’s performance when they have high 
PSM. “Because of their sense of calling, public servants 
“Salaries aren’t the resolution 
to Engagement. The highest 
levels of administration 
must value what our 
employees think, what their 
working environment is like, 
understand what we’re asking 
them to do and the challenges 
they face in doing it.”
Susan Klees, PSU Finance and Administration
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are motivated to mobilize their own daily job resources 
in order to stay engaged and perform well4.” A candidate 
with high PSM but slightly fewer technical skills will likely 
be more motivated to learn and contribute their energy 
towards their job, whereas someone technically compe-
tent with lower PSM may know more in the short run but 
will likely be less engaged and contribute less in the long 
run. Recruiting those who already have high PSM or a high 
connection to the university’s mission, then continuing to 
build on that motivation via community engagement, will 
be to great benefit for the university. First, that requires 
departments understand PSM, then incorporate it into 
their recruitment process13. 
Viewing the entire recruitment process through the lens of 
inclusion and engagement is important for attracting the 
right candidates with diverse perspectives, who will have 
high standards for an employer, and who will align with 
the mission of the university and department. 
b. Onboarding
Good, thorough, and organized onboarding is essential for 
new hires to feel welcome, understand the organization, 
know how to do their job, experience high engagement, 
and stay retained47. Guidance should be provided from HR 
to ensure departments are consistently offering a posi-
tive onboarding experience to all employees, such as good 
communication practices, preparation (e.g. requesting ac-
cess in a timely manner and having the workspace set up), 
and creating a welcoming environment.
For some marginalized groups, the onboarding process 
can be even more important or, at times, tricky. All of the 
issues with being an MP in the workplace apply, but when 
it is a new employee, these issues can certainly cause 
someone to leave due before they have a chance to find 
community, settle in, and find their space. For example, 
people of color who are just moving to Portland may have 
a “whiteness” culture shock; finding groups such as Say 
Hey!48 or the different resource groups on campus can 
help. New employees may not have any idea how to start 
finding communities to join, so this information must be 
communicated proactively, such as in a central location 
on PSU’s website and through resource groups. This can 
be difficult since there is so much information at a large 
university, but managers should keep the employee ex-
perience in mind when doing onboarding; this includes a 
focus on things like community, engagement, and PSM in 
addition to actual job knowledge.
Some departments have successful buddy programs, 
which is one of CSUSM’s successful contributors to their 
culture as well. Buddy programs partner new employees 
with other engaged university employees (in the same de-
partment or not, depending on the program) who act as 
an introduction to the university life and culture, including 
things like where to eat lunch, political conversations to 
avoid, and other topics that a new hire may not necessar-
ily ask their manager about. Having a structured buddy to 
touch base with not only gives new employees another 
resource, but also provides an opportunity for service and 
connection for the more tenured university employee.
7. Data-Driven Decisions
The Gallup Q12 has been a great start to understanding 
engagement at PSU for those that have taken it. The lack of 
specific data inhibited further analysis around statistically 
significant differences in what marginalized populations 
are experiencing. Paying for the additional data will be 
very helpful in further exploring this topic. Furthermore, 
in order to understand engagement in other areas of the 
university, some sort of engagement or climate survey 
should be taken regularly (not necessarily the Q12, though 
that is one successful option) and acted upon, including 
making the findings transparent (which will build trust and 
accountability). A path for improvement requires a form of 
measurement, and engagement can be measured5. Con-
ducting a university-wide engagement survey would not 
only help leadership to understand PSU’s overall engage-
ment, but understand more about different departments, 
job types, subcultures, marginalized populations, and 
more. After the data is gathered, more specific recommen-
dations for what or where changes should occur can begin.
Another way of measuring data around engagement is 
finding out why people are disengaged by conducting con-
sistent exit interviews. Of course, not all employees will 
want to provide feedback, but regularly asking all exiting 
staff a few questions and getting a better understanding 
of what is causing them to leave should be on the top of 
the list for what can be improved. This often lands with HR 
departments, but can be with upper leadership in some 
organizations (e.g. University of Oregon’s Assistant VP for 
Finance and Administration conducts exit interviews for 
“The quickest way to change 
culture is through hiring.”
Kirk Kelly, PSU Information Technology
that entire unit). Exit interviews are on the currently Di-
versity Action Council (DAC) Annual Report49 and the DAC 
Recruitment and Retention of Diverse Staff sub-committee 
2016-17 report50.
8. Strengthen Trust
“Employees in high-trust organizations are more engaged, 
more productive, have more energy at work, collaborate 
better with their colleagues, and stay with their employers 
longer than people working at low-trust companies. They 
also suffer less chronic stress and are happier with their 
lives, and these factors fuel stronger performance51.” The 
data is clear and very compelling, but a trusting culture is 
not easy. PSU must intentionally create this. CSUSM had 
success when their president championed this effort, in-
cluding holding open forums, caring about the employees, 
following up, and creating the campus connect program to 
break silos and increase empathy between people. 
Trust (which includes fairness) is particularly import-
ant for engaging marginalized populations52. Inequitable 
treatment alone is a breach of trust, but especially in an 
organization that touts strong commitment to inclusion, as 
inequitable treatment would seem even worse. Managers 
must not only avoid treating people unfairly, but believe 
and quickly respond to reports of discrimination.
To remain engaged, employees must trust that the organi-
zation is fair, which ultimately means trusting in manage-
ment53,5. One way to get employees to trust the organiza-
tion is for management to first trust employees. Untrusting 
management includes lack of self-awareness, being risk-
averse, and having a bottom-line mentality; good exam-
ples, on the other hand, include taking stock of the current 
climate, carefully giving up control, sharing information, 
pushing for needed change in response to feedback, and 
investing in employee development54. Trust breeds a feel-
ing of safety to make mistakes in pursuit of excellence, the 
autonomy to think creatively, and the supportive environ-
ment that will facilitate their engagement.
“Trust is earned. You cannot 
just create the space and say 
“we want to act or work in a 
certain way” and expect  the 
community to follow. You have 
to show you will accomplish 
the things you set out to do.” 
Sukhwant Jhaj, PSU Academic Innovation
“After seeing the survey results from 
the last couple years, we now need to 
move our thinking from ‘we need to 
improve’ to ‘here’s how to improve.’”
Sarah Johnston, PSU Human Resources
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9. Autonomy
According to decades of research on Self-Determination 
Theory (SDT), autonomy is one of the pillars of human mo-
tivation55,56. Daniel Pink’s book Drive discusses this tenant 
in depth, along with mastery and purpose (SDT’s “com-
petence” and “relatedness”). The research strongly shows: 
autonomy is important for motivation and engagement4. 
Providing increased autonomy to employees can be dif-
ficult for managers who manage via control. Autonomy is 
the opposite of micromanaging; to give reasonable auton-
omy, managers must trust employees, communicate ex-
pectations, and give them the tools they need to succeed. 
Increasing autonomy is not difficult if departmental lead-
ership helps managers understand the benefit and tacti-
cal ways to do this. One way to do this is via more flexible 
work schedules for staff when possible, which will also 
increase the range of diverse employees8,40. Setting and 
communicating clear goals (not assigning tasks), giving 
employees the autonomy to reach that goal, and providing 
consistent feedback throughout the process is a success-
ful way to not only facilitate engagement, productivity, and 
innovation, but also trust51. Staff must feel empowered to 
make decisions and know that it is important to “fail”34 (an 
essential part of innovation and learning). 
10. Purpose and Connection to PSU’s 
Mission
Purpose is a very impactful driver of engagement and mo-
tivation10,57. Some departments have a closer connection to 
the purpose of the university (e.g. academic departments), 
and others are unfortunately a few more degrees of sepa-
ration from teaching and learning (e.g. back-end IT). Bring-
ing work back to the mission whenever possible has been 
successful for many organizations and PSU departments 
and should continue to be a focal point for administrators 
and managers, especially those in departments or roles 
that may not have as much face-time with students and 
faculty. Meaning can be found by connecting with end-us-
ers and having a service mindset, even for jobs that are 
typically thought of as less meaningful58 but certainly for 
those in public service.
a. Public Service Motivation
Public Service Motivation (discussed in Chapter 1) can 
be maximized through many of the other improvements 
mentioned in this report, including: communicate effec-
tively, manage employee performance, ensure employees 
believe their opinions count, create a more positive work 
environment, provide a positive onboarding experience, 
enhance prospects for career growth, and recognize em-
ployee contributions are linked to performance13,4. 
b. Managing for purpose
Managers can remind their staff of the impact they have 
on the university, including regularly sharing positive 
feedback from students, faculty, and other staff. Volun-
teering at or attending events that brings people together 
across departments for a greater purpose is a very suc-
cessful way to develop overall community engagement 
that also helps build relationships (below). PSU has many 
opportunities for faculty and staff to serving the student 
community, such as monthly Harvest Share, annual com-
mencement, and many others; managers should provide 
encouragement, work time if reasonable and appropriate, 
and lead by example. CSUSM’s Campus Connect program 
is highly focused on purpose, and one of its outcomes is 
connecting people to the university’s mission. Leadership 
can work with employees to go from a job mindset (“ it is 
my job to do A, B, and C”) to a career mindset (“this role 
plays into my career goals by giving me P, Q, and R skills”) 
and a purpose mindset (“I am fulfilling my life goals by 
doing X, Y, and Z”) through helping employees understand 
the broader impacts of their jobs. Lack of connection to 
mission and purpose is a frequent cause of turnover. If 
managers are the main source of that connection and they 
are also spending less time with their marginalized em-
ployees14, that means an already disadvantaged popula-
tion may be getting even less of this essential connection. 
“The opportunity they have to 
interact with students and 
hear from students about how 
what they do impacts their 
ability to come to school or do 
well here is really important.”
Dr. Isaac Dixon, PSU Human Resources
While some departments are great at this, again, it is in-
consistent. HR can help all managers by providing guid-
ance or training on how to develop employees, such as 
with employee development plans or recommendations 
for on-the-job training ideas, which can include different 
assignments, leading a committee, or providing a train-
ing61. Strengths-focused development leads to better per-
formance and higher engagement, instead of just focus-
ing on lacking behaviors that need improvement65,66. PSU 
leadership must value and invest in development for its 
employees, and do so consistently.
12. Communication
Communication is at the heart of all of these recommen-
dations, but deserves its own section as well. Without 
communication, improving culture is nearly if not entirely 
impossible, and lack of consistent communication seems 
to be one of the common woes at PSU.
a. Two-way communication with staff
Keeping staff informed is a very important component 
of engagement34. Communication must also be two-way. 
Hearing feedback from employees about how they work 
best or when they report discrimination is useless with-
out a response and follow-through to make improvements 
and address issues (which can significantly impact trust). 
Communicate about what is going on in the department 
and on campus proactively; simply having an “open door 
policy” is not enough and puts the responsibility on staff 
far too much. Inviting staff to exit interviews consistently 
can be illuminating for hearing about issues that employ-
ees may have been uncomfortable and is an opportunity 
to hear possible opportunities for change that should be 
taken seriously; that requires managers who are open to 
constructive feedback. Leadership should ask people what 
they need to be successful, and take their feedback seri-
ously, especially when it involves feeling undervalued or 
discriminated against. Staff will not feel comfortable re-
porting issues or giving honest feedback if a culture that 
values honest communication is not present.
c. Hiring for purpose
Millennials are becoming a larger and larger part of the 
workforce, and are known for being very purpose-driven. 
They are known to value purpose over profit, and want to 
work for companies who do the same59. Recruitment and 
interview processes should clearly focus on the mission 
of the university and help applicants understand the type 
of impact they will make on others’ lives, not just focus on 
the technical duties of the position. Searching for those 
who have a strong connection to purpose will ensure a 
higher concentration of purpose-driven, PSM-focused em-
ployees who want to dedicate their energy towards the 
greater good. Leadership must also do its part by ensuring 
employees have opportunities to connect to the universi-
ty’s purpose10”.
11. Invest in Development 
One of the strongest drivers of employee engagement is 
development - “stuck” employees who feel undervalued 
simply will not be as engaged in their jobs and will either 
be far less productive or simply leave60. As the quote (of-
ten attributed to Henry Ford) goes, “The only thing worse 
than training your employees and having them leave is 
not training them and having them stay.” Investing in em-
ployee development shows that they are valued54, whereas 
refusing to provide them the money or even time to devel-
op shows quite the opposite. Employees who have been 
historically marginalized and received less opportunity 
for growth should be given the same opportunities, and 
if they have less experience with development activities, 
they may need more encouragement. Leadership and em-
ployees must share an active role in employee develop-
ment, and the onus cannot land solely on either party11. As 
many managers at PSU know, it is, however, leadership’s 
job to help the employee realize their career path at the 
university, understand what options are available for on-
the-job development, and to invest time and financial re-
sources into their employees. Development is also a key 
component of trust51.
“How can we improve things so that we 
can spend more time on development 
and impactful work and less time on 
low-level tasks?”
Sarah Johnston, PSU Human Resources
“We don’t have a lot of clear paths 
for professional progression in some 
areas, so we lose good people.”
Kassy Fisher, University of Oregon
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b. A culture that values and encourages 
communication
Creating a culture that values and encourages honest 
feedback and communication relies heavily on that cul-
ture of inclusion. If staff feel like their supervisors or co-
workers will not actually listen to them, they will become 
more silo’ed and disengaged, and likely operate on incor-
rect assumptions as well. To create this culture, leadership 
must provide, know how to hear, and value honest feed-
back. Information must be communicated proactively in 
a way that employees want to hear. Staff absolutely must 
feel safe reporting issues (especially sensitive ones like 
discrimination53) to leadership and believe that something 
will be done about it, or a toxic culture of silence will take 
hold. The more managers and employees can model and 
hold each other accountable to positive communication 
practices (e.g. Crucial/Fierce Conversations principles, 
having complicated discussions in person versus email, 
explaining “why” and not just “how,” and many more), the 
more this culture will become a part of PSU.
13. Relationships
Silo’ ing is a problem with any large organization, and PSU 
is certainly no exception. Relationship building is not just 
for social pleasure - it creates empathy, engagement, and 
connection that would not otherwise exist. Relationships 
are important to emotional and mental health. Energizing 
relationships and networks, however, are also very benefi-
cial for the organization; the collective energy formed from 
networks and relationships adds an incredible amount 
of benefit to PSU. Workplace relationships are more im-
portant than rewards, and positive relationships with co-
workers can improve emotional, physical, and cognitive 
well-being, increase organizational commitment and in-
novation, and essential to high performers38. 
a. Encourage relationship-building
All the programs in the world could exist, but there will 
be low participation if no one knows about them, if man-
agers do not allow time to attend, or if staff feel any time 
spent not working on their daily tasks is a “waste.” Pro-
active communication of groups and events must come 
alongside an understanding of the value they bring. Rela-
tionships are vital to a functioning organization, and PSU 
cannot be as successful if departments remain in silos. 
Inform and encourage events like volunteering to not just 
connect to the students and community served, but as an 
opportunity to connect with colleagues. 
Provide the time and relief from work duties to attend 
campus-wide events like convocation, Length of Service 
awards, or Celebrate the Season. Plan events that are not 
just social, but include working together towards a com-
mon goal62. Let employees know about any community 
gatherings like Say Hey!48 or local interest groups that 
may not necessarily happen on work time but that can 
construct relationships with others in the community; this 
can be particularly valuable for marginalized populations 
with low representation at PSU or in Portland. Create team 
retreats that are a mix of strategy, problem-solving, and 
relationship-building (including encouraging vulnerability, 
which strengthens connections). Instead of sending long 
emails back and forth, demonstrate to colleagues the val-
ue of picking up the phone or setting up a time to talk to 
someone in person about difficult topics. 
The more empathy and understanding that can be cre-
ated between people through forging those personal re-
lationships across the university, the more effective the 
organization will be and less likely to blame, shut down, 
and silo up. These relationships cannot be formed when 
managers or leadership have a combative “us vs. them” 
mentality, micromanage their employees’ time sitting at 
their desks, or fail to provide the opportunity to engage 
with others across the university. The benefit gained from 
relationships will far outweigh the few hours per year at 
these events and not spent responding to emails or per-
forming other transactional job duties.
“Slow down, get to know 
people you don’t know. We 
should do as many things as we 
can do to reach across campus 
and bring people together.”
DR. Isaac Dixon, PSU Human Resources
“If you don’t know someone, it’s easy 
to pass judgement on who they are”
Sona Andrews, PSU Academic Affairs
b. Build relationships for future students 
and employees
Relationships aren’t just for current colleagues or stu-
dents. By getting to know others in the community, PSU 
employees can learn from other organizations or devel-
op their network of possible future talent for open po-
sitions. Creating partnerships with community groups or 
K-12 schools, particularly those in underserved areas who 
can have a harder time accessing education, can build the 
pipeline for future students, student leaders, employees, 
and leadership. 
c. Invest in programs
Investing resources (including time and the energy to or-
ganize) in specific groups or programs is an excellent way 
to lead by example and show employees that relation-
ships are valued and valuable. CSUSM’s Campus Connect 
program openly focuses on has been highly successful at 
creating relationships spanning all types of employees, 
including faculty, academic administrators, and front-line 
staff. Employee Resource Groups (also known as Affinity 
Groups) can promote relationships, leadership and devel-
opment, support, and inclusion63. These are not just social 
interaction, but can be a think-tank and very real source of 
progress for an organization64. Resource groups are an ex-
cellent way to bring marginalized groups together across 
the university to create camaraderie and decrease the 
sense of “only-ness” that can so often happen in spaces 
with large dominant groups or low diversity. PSU has fairly 
new resource groups, but should focus on working with 
them more, empowering them to work together to make 
change, and communicating - it seems like many employ-
ees are not aware of their existence. 
14. Actual work
Examing the work itself provides an opportunity to relieve 
employee stress and increase engagement. In order to do 
this, someone must ask employees what their barriers are, 
then remove them11,6, which has been a successful tactic 
with multiple departments at PSU. Involve employees in 
rethinking the workflow, value their ideas and opinions, 
and take a step back and seriously consider eliminating 
certain tasks that fail to align with to the departmental or 
university mission. This will free employees up to do more 
interesting work that is the right amount of challenging10,51 
(“flow”) and show that managers actually care about their 
work experiences. Matching skill with mission is a crucial 
component of engagement12, and it is demotivating to be 
continually spending time on boring or frustrating work 
that is too easy (e.g. repetitive tasks like data entry) or too 
hard instead of using interesting and useful skills to drive 
PSU’s success. If the type of work is unevenly distribut-
ed, e.g. certain marginalized populations more frequently 
being assigned or taking on less desirable tasks or taking 
on more of the workload, this will create more disparate 
impact for engagement.
“Be mindful to assign work so it takes 
advantage of people’s’ strengths. 
If you have an employee who isn’t 
particularly strong in one area, ask 
“is there something else they could be 
doing that they’re strong at” instead 
of beating them over the head with 
something they’ll never be good at. 
This creates engagement because you 
have folks working on what they feel 
most capable doing.”
Ellen Weeks, PSU Office of Information 
Technology
“Address the pipeline problem by 
creating more partnerships with 
schools in specific areas, get more 
kids in high school knowledgable and 
interested in possible opportunities, 
internships, shadowing, et cetera.
Eric Weeks, Legacy Medical Group
4140
“I’ve found problems build at a 
university because people send 
emails and do not get together 
in a room and talk through the 
issue.  You also have to listen 
to understand where the other 
person is coming from.  Part 
of creating a more engaged 
workforce is to have more time 
spent face to face with people; 
turn off the wifi, put down the 
smart phone.”
Dr. Kevin Reynolds, PSU Finance and Administration
``
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2. Limitations
a. Humans are complicated
Engagement and equity are complicated issues that cannot be easily understood or solved. Understanding of the human 
mind and why people act the way they do is an ever-growing field, but still much is left to the unknown. While we can make 
assumptions and generalizations about why underrepresented groups may be having certain experiences, it is difficult to 
understand, and experiences vary widely. Generalizations, while they can help to understand broad causes and effects, 
also come with the risk of stereotyping. There is no one right and certainly no simple solution for PSU. Many people be-
long to more than one marginalized group, and this intersectionality can provide even more factors to their experiences. 
Everyone has their own story, and non-marginalized groups should not be stereotyped or ignored. 
b. Limited data
Access to the full Gallup Q12 data would have led to more statistically significant results. If PSU is serious about wanting to 
understand how different people are affected by their intrinsic qualities, it should invest in the data to do a proper anal-
ysis. Furthermore, expanding the survey to more of PSU would be very beneficial - not only to get a better understanding 
of engagement across departments, but to include more marginalized populations in the data (e.g. very few non-white 
participants means the data for those ethnicities is difficult to generalize). The low numbers for some groups (e.g. Native 
American or Transgendered) render even a full statistical analysis less effective. Also, not all marginalized groups were 
identified (e.g. the differently abled).
c. Subcultures create nuance
While a campus-wide survey would give some insights, there are also many nuances between departments due to leader-
ship. Furthermore, being a woman in technology vs human resources, for example, will greatly change the equity subcul-
tures for MPs. Understanding and communicating all of these differences and subcultures at PSU is a colossal task that 
may not even be possible to realize, but does leave this report resting on generalizations. 
d. Limited resources and prioritization
In a perfect world, PSU would be able to invest in many programs and positions. These recommendations are in direct 
competition with many others that will also support education and the mission of PSU. However, the university must un-
derstand that investing in people (all people) is essential for excellence.
1. Key Insights
“University engagement needs to come 
from a president who cares about the 
employees.”
Kirk Kelly, PSU Information Technology
Being a member of a marginalized group affects 
many workplace experiences, including engage-
ment. These groups are often faced with overt and 
subtle discrimination and higher mental and emo-
tional taxation both in and outside of work.
Culture happens no matter what. PSU must be 
intentional about what it encourages, both as a 
whole and within departments. This requires care-
fully selecting leaders, cohesive communication, 
and buy-in that stems from understanding. 
An inclusive, employee-centered culture is an 
investment that will pay off in many ways. However, 
it is a new concept for many areas and requires 
time and resources, along with a collaborative and 
synchronized effort. This requires ownership. 
For the most part, managers and employees want 
engagement, effective performance, connection to 
purpose, and equitable treatment - but need help. 
Much research exists about these topics that can 
be used to propel PSU’s excellence even further.
Managers have the greatest effect on engagement 
and an inclusive culture, but are not always aware 
of good management practices; this can result in 
disengagement and inequity. All levels of PSU lead-
ership must value and invest in manager training.
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4. Closing
Engagement and equality are fairly popular topics with lots of research, which is both very fortunate and very overwhelm-
ing in terms of distilling down information. Less exists about engagement through the equity lens or differences in how 
those who belong to marginalized groups may be differently affected due to their group membership or intrinsic traits. 
Overall, PSU should better focus on its employee experience and the culture it fosters around valuing engagement, and 
do it all through the lens of inclusion. This report has identified some recommendations that would help PSU’s employee 
engagement for all employees, but specifically for those who may be experiencing less of it due to their status. If PSU 
wants to harness the benefits of engaged employees, diversity, and an inclusive culture, it must prioritize and invest in its 
people. Employee engagement isn’t a ping pong table or short-term program to make employees happy. It’s a culture that 
values, empowers, and supports *all* employees so they can be successful.
“Put people at the heart of 
building the institution.”
Sukhwant Jhaj, PSU Academic Innovation
All of the works cited were very interesting and often inspiring - but it’s also a lot of information. Below are a few good 
places to start for PSU, particularly administration but also to disseminate to department managers:
 » To better understand how important Public Service Motivation is for engagement, see Bakker’s article4 about en-
gagement and job demands (or even just Lavigna’s summary13).
 » For information on building a trusting culture, see both Harvard Business Review articles on trust, “The Neurosci-
ence of Trust51” and “Want Your Employees to Trust You? Show You Trust Them54”.
 » Read about organizations who have successfully created a more engaging culture through inclusion, particularly 
Project Include27 and tactics by Google32, B&Q8, and Atlassian26.
 » Read the “Lessons in Leadership: The IDeA and Ipsos MORI’s Latest Research on the Links between Leadership and 
Management Style and Performance in Local Government34” article.
 » To understand how implicit bias affects engagement, see HBR’s “Evidence that Minorities Perform Worse Under 
Biased Managers14” and Jones’s “Comparative Effects of Race/Ethnicity and Employee Engagement on Withdrawal Be-
havior15”.
 » For evidence that employee perceptions do impact the bottom line (including finances and customer satisfaction), 
see Harter et al’s “Causal Impact of Employee Work Perceptions on the Bottom Line of Organizations1”.
b. What to read
3. Next Steps
The above “Recommendations” section is very large; here are a few recommendations for where to start:
 » Start an employee-led engagement effort or task force that includes a variety of employees, with leadership buy-in, 
to focus on research and recommendations. Employee feedback is essential for equitable treatment and engagement.
 » Identify a campus “champion” of engagement and culture who has ownership, backing by PSU leadership (includ-
ing the president), time to dedicate on leading these efforts, an understanding of equity issues, and a close partner-
ship with OGDI and HR. Cuture change is a collaborative and extensive effort.
 » Don’t reinvent the wheel - just customize it. Learn from other universities (CSUSM, OSU, UO, UBC) about how they 
have successfully supported cultures of engagement and inclusion. Consider starting a PSU program based off of 
CSUSM’s Campus Connect (Appendix E); a good place to start is by listening to the podcast39. 
 » Invest in data-driven decisions. This includes increasing the number of PSU employees participating in the Gallup 
survey (or other engagement survey), investing in the the demographic information collected, measuring the results, 
and creating benchmarks.
 » Leadership/management training is essential; for example, managers don’t necessarily know how to hire for Pub-
lic Service Motivation, facilitate an inclusive culture, or create a trusting environment. Someone must have ownership 
around communicating the benefits, value, and practical steps of an engageing and inclusive environment. Work to-
wards a more consistent employee experience across areas.
 » Establish a Search Advocate Program (done!) and require all searches to go through some sort of inclusion training 
or include a Search Advocate in the process. Inclusive hiring is very complicated, but must be addressed. 
a. What to do
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Protection When in Oregon When Federal
Women allowed to vote 1920 1920 (Nineteenth Amendment)
Native Americans eligible to be citizens - 1924
Racial discrimination in voting prohobited 1927 1869 (Fifteenth Amendment)
Employment discrimination based on union 
affiliation prohibited
- 1935 (National Labor Relations Act)
Ban on Japanese living on the Pacific Coast lifted - 1944
Ban on interracial marriage lifted 1951 1967
Racial segregation in public places prohibited 1953 1964 (Civil Rights Act of 1964)
Disability discrimination in hiring prohibited 1953 1990
All races eligibile for US naturalization - 1952 (Immigration and Nationality Act)
Racial segregation in public schools prohibited - 1954 (Brown v. Board of Education)
Wage discrimination based on sex and race 
prohibited
1955 (Oregon’s Equal 
Pay Act)
1973 (Equal Pay Act)
Racial discrimination in housing prohibited 1957 (Oregon Fair 
Housing Act)
1968 (Civil Rights Act of 1968, including 
Fair Housing Act)
Broad discrimination based on race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin in public places, schools, 
and employment prohibited
- 1964 (Civil Rights Act of 1964)
Racial discrimination in hiring prohibited - 1964 (Civil Rights Act of 1964)
Criminal history discrimination in employment 
prohibited
- 1964 (Civil Rights Act of 1964)
Prerequesites/qualifications for voting (e.g. literacy 
tests) prohibited
- 1965 (Voting Rights Act)
Age discrimination in employment prohibited - 1967 (Age Discrimination in Employment)
Sexual harassment at work prohibited - 1968
Abortion decriminalized 1969 1973
Sex discrimination in federally-funded education 
prohibited
- 1972 (Title IX of the Education 
Amendments Act)
Homosexuality decriminalized 1972 2003
Unmarried persons ban on contraceptives lifted - 1972
Sex discrimination in housing prohibited - 1974
Oregon has a slightly different civil rights timeline than federal laws, though it also has a sordid past with racism that 
still impacts culture today. Below is an overview of just how recently in history (less than 100 years) the civil rights of 
many groups were protected. Discrimination takes far longer to erase from culture than a simple law can provide.
Appendix A. Civil Rights Timeline in Oregon
Schools required to serve students with disabilities - 1975 (“Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act” renamed to “Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act” in 1990)
Community college esteablished on every Native 
Ameican reservation
- 1978 (Tribally Controlled Community 
College Assistance Act)
Pregnancy discrimination in employment 
prohibited
- 1978 (Pregnancy Discrimination Act)
Marital immunity for rape 1978 No federal law (but illegal in all 50 states 
in varying permutations as of 1993)
Native Americans allowed to fully believe, express, 
and exercise traditional religious rights and 
cultural practices
- 1978 (American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act)
Desegregation busing outlawed 1980 No federal law
Same-sex sexual harassment at work prohibited - 1998
Forced/coerced sterilization (e.g. mental hospitals, 
prisoners) prohibited
1983 No federal law
Sexual orientation discrimination in hiring 
prohibited
1992 ???
Conversion therapy on minors prohibited 2003 No federal law
Gender identity discrimination in hiring prohibited 2007 2012
Ban on same-sex marriage lifted 2014 2015
Background checks prohibited before offer made to 
decrease impact on felons
2015 (“Ban the Box” 
Law)
No federal law
Gender identity discrimination in federally-funded 
education, e.g. rights for trans students
2016 ???
Asking for candidate wage history in the hiring 
process prohibited
2017 (Oregon Pay 
Equity Law)
No federal law
Sources  
City of Portland Office of Equity and Human Rights:   https://www.portlandoregon.gov/oehr/66269 
City of Portland’s Timeline of Oregon and U.S. Racial, Immigration and Education History:   https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/arti-
cle/412697 
Oregon Encyclopedia - Exclusion Laws:   https://oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/exclusion_laws/
Oregon Council on Civil Rights - Pay Inequality in Oregon:   http://www.oregon.gov/boli/docs/Pay%20Inequality%20Oregon%20
012314-Final.pdf 
Oregon Dept of Education - Oregon Racial Laws:   http://www.ode.state.or.us/opportunities/grants/saelp/orraciallaws.pdf 
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Appendix B: Interviewees
Date Name Title Organization
5/16/2017 Sarah Johnston Senior HR Consultant, Organizational 
Development & Strategy
Portland State University
5/18/2017 Lois Davis Vice President for Public Affairs and Chief of Staff Portland State University
5/30/2017 Susan Klees Special Assistant to the Vice President Portland State University
6/19/2017 Dr. Carmen Suarez Vice President, Global Diversity and Inclusion Portland State University
6/26/2017 Dr. Sona Andrews Provost Portland State University
6/27/2017 Kirk Kelly Associate Vice President, Information Technology; 
Chief Information Officer
Portland State University
7/17/2017 Dr. Karen Marrongelle Dean, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences Portland State University
7/20/2017 Dr. Masami Nishishiba Chair, Department of Public Administration; 
Associate Director, Center for Public Service 
Portland State University
7/24/2017 Ellen Weeks Associate CIO, Information Technology Portland State University
7/24/2017 Sukhwant Jhaj Vice Provost, Academic Innovation and Student 
Success
Portland State University
7/25/2017 Eric Weeks Vice President Legacy Medical Group
8/1/2017 Kassy Fisher Assistant Vice President, Administration; Chief of 
Staff
University of Oregon
8/3/2017 Anne Gillies Director, Search Advocate Program Oregon State University
8/31/2017 Jennifer Williams 
Katy Rees
Associate Vice President, Campus Climate; Chief 
of Staff
Associate Vice President, Finance and 
Administrative Services
California State University: San 
Marcos
10/9/2017 Dr. Isaac Dixon Associate Vice President, Human Resources Portland State University
10/13/2017 Dr. Kevin Reynolds Vice President, Finance and Administration Portland State University
Appendix C. Engagement Survey of Marginalized Populations
1. Survey overview
# Questions
1 Are you a PSU employee?
2 In general, how engaged are you at your job?
3 With which marginalized group(s) do you identify?
4 Do you feel that being a member of this/these group(s) has affected your employee engagement (positively or 
negatively), and if so, how?
5 How respected do you feel for your differences by your manager?
6 How respected do you feel for your differences by your coworkers?
7 How comfortable do you feel speaking up against the status quo to your manager?
8 How comfortable do you feel speaking up against the status quo to your coworkers?
9 How do you think being respected for your differences and feeling comfortable being different affect your personal 
employee engagement?
10 What could PSU/your organization do to increase your engagement?
11 Do you have any additional thoughts about this subject that you haven’t had an opportunity to voice elsewhere?
Anonymized survey results available upon request
Respondants and numbers on a 1-10 scale
Total respondants 25
Total who were PSU employees 18
Self-identified engagement Low 5, High 10; Average 7.4
Respected for differences by manager Low 1, High 10; Average 7.3
Range of respected for differences by coworker Low 4, High 10; Average 7.3
Range of comfort speaking against the status quo to manager Low 1, High 10; Average 7.1
Range of comfort speaking against the status quo to coworkers Low 3, High 10; Average 6.7
Marginalized groups represented Women, queer, trans, nonbinary, people of color, age, differently 
abled, ND
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2. Data Analysis
engaged respected mgr respected cwkrs status quo mgr status quo cwkrs
engaged 1.0 - - - -
respected by mgr .519** 1.0 - - -
respected by coworkers .410* .575** 1.0 - -
status quo mgr .535** .799** .680** 1.0 -
status quo coworkers .546** .512** .657** .776** 1.0
** - correlation significant at 0.01 level
* - correlation significant at 0.05 level
Appendix D. CSUSM Campus Connect Information 2015-16 Packet Snippet
 
WELCOME TO CAMPUS CONNECT 2016 
 
Welcome to the Campus Connect Program for 2016! Campus Connect is a 9-month, awareness 
enhancing program that showcases the inner-workings of the university so that participants will 
better understand and appreciate the connections between our divisions and departments.  
 
Requirements & Expectations: 
 
1. Commit.  
Campus Connect is a true commitment of time. The sessions are full and we move quickly 
to cover as much information as possible in a short period of time. We ask that you attend 
all sessions, but we do understand if there are circumstances outside of your control, so 
here is the fine print: 
 You may miss up to two sessions.  
 Each session runs from 12 noon – 4:30 pm each day, with the exception of 
Orientation Day. 
 If you arrive after noon or leave prior to 4:30 pm, you will be marked as absent and 
it will count as a missed session.  
 If you miss more than two sessions, you will not graduate from the program.  
 
2. Engage. 
Our goal is for you to completely step away for four hours and immerse yourself in this 
valuable program. Each facilitator group works with their presenters to ensure 
presentations are engaging and fun. A lot of work goes into Campus Connect, so we ask 
that you please silence your cell phones and do not utilize during the class presentations. 
You may use your cell phones during breaks or if there are interactive games, which 
require the use of devices, but we kindly request you keep your cell phones stored during 
the sessions.  
 
3. Connect. 
While Campus Connect provides you with the opportunity to learn about other 
departments and divisions, it also provides you with the opportunity to connect with your 
classmates. Use the lunches and breaks to network and get to know one another. Don’t sit 
in the same spot or next to the same person for each session – get to know all of your 
colleagues and it will give you the richest experience possible. Incredible friendships and 
partnerships have been built during Campus Connect and continue on over the years. 
 
4. Graduate. 
Upon graduation, we welcome you into the Campus Connect Ambassadorial Network. You 
will join over 200 of your colleagues and be part of a unique group. Each year, you will be 
welcomed back together to take part in the annual Alumni Lunch & Celebration.  
Campus Connect 
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Campus Connect Awakens 
2015/16 Class Schedule 
 
Date Time Theme Facilitators 
August 18, 2015 1:00 – 
4:00 p.m. 
Campus Connect Orientation 
Orientation and history of Campus Connect 
Orientation Team 
September 4, 2015 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“The Campus Awakens” 
Overarching View: President, CSU and CO, Senate/Shared 
Governance, Founding Members 
Adrienne Durso 
Bhavisha Talsania  
October 2, 2015 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“The Galactic Empire” 
Global View: Executive Council, IITS, Enrollment Management 
Services, Facility Services, University Police 
Becky Hunt 
Scott Kirby 
November 6, 2015 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“A Galaxy not too far Away” 
View to the Outside (and a peek underground): Extended 
Learning, International Students and Global Education, 
UARSC, Athletics, Tunnel Tour/Power Plant 
Floyd Dudley 
Clint Roberts  
Travis Gregory 
December 11, 2015 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“The Jedi Academy”  
Academics: CHABSS, CSM, CoBA, CEHHS, Library, Life of a 
Faculty 
Kamel Haddad 
Jen Fabbi 
Manuel Vargas 
January 15, 2016 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“Sir, the odds of successfully navigating an asteroid field is 
approximately 3,720 to 1” “Never tell me the odds.” 
The Research Side: Graduate Studies, Centers & Institutes, 
Faculty/Student Research, Lab Tours  
Sean Newcomer 
Jay Robertson-Howell 
Jocelyn Wyndham 
February 12, 2016 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“Obi Wan has taught you well” 
Academic and Student Services: Undergraduate Studies, 
Student Academic Support Services, Academic Advising, 
Academic Life of a Student, City of San Marcos 
Domenica Pearl 
Maya Alvarez 
Scott Hagg 
March 11, 2016 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“The force is strong with this one” 
Student Life: Dean of Students, ASI, USU, Housing, Financial 
Aid, Student Health & Counseling Services  
Karen Nicholson 
Diana Soderbeck 
Caroline Boaz 
April 15, 2016 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
“The circle is now complete” 
Community and Diversity: Community Engagement, 
Advancement, Diversity Office, Gender Equity Center, Pride 
Center, Cross-cultural Center, Veteran’s Center 
Robert Carolin 
Lourdes Shahamiri  
Kambiz Hamadani 
Talitha Matlin 
May 6, 2016 Noon – 
4:30 p.m. 
 “Remember….the force will be with you, always.”  
 
Campus Connect 
Director 
 
Campus Connect 
 
 
April 22, 2016 
“The circle is now complete”  
 
Time  Topic  Presenter  Location 
12:00 pm  LUNCH 
Facilitators: 
Lourdes Shahamiri, Kambiz Hamadani, 
Talitha Matlin 
Dome Patio 
12:45 pm  Travel to Markstein Hall 202 
1:00 pm  Community Engagement  
Scott Gross 
Associate Vice President, Community 
Partnership Engagement 
 
Sarah Villarreal  
Associate Vice President, Community  
Partnership Outreach 
Markstein Hall 202 
1:30 pm  University Advancement 
Kyle Button  
Associate Vice President, University 
Advancement 
 
Cathy Baur 
Associate Vice President, Communications 
 
Lori Brockett 
Senior Director, Alumni Engagement & 
University Events 
Markstein Hall 202 
2:00 pm  Break & Travel to Cross Cultural Center 
2:30 pm 
Diversity, Educational Equity, 
and Inclusion 
Patricia Prado‐Olmos 
Interim Chief Diversity Officer 
Cross Cultural 
Center (USU 3400)
3:00 pm 
Pride Center & Gender Equity 
Center 
Abrahan Monzon 
Assistant Director, ASI Community 
Centers 
Gender Equity 
Center  
(USU 3100 & 3200) 
3:30 pm 
Cross Cultural Center & 
Multicultural programs 
Floyd Lai 
Associate Director, Multicultural Programs 
Cross Cultural 
Center (USU 3400) 
4:00 pm  Debrief the Day  Jennifer Williams 
Cross Cultural 
Center (USU 3400) 
4:30 pm  Adjourn     
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Year 2 – Planning Campus Connect 
 
Participation in Campus Connect is a two-year commitment. During the first year of the 
program, participants will attend nine class sessions to learn more about the campus and  
the interconnected work being done to support the mission and strategic priorities of the 
university. 
 
During the second year of the program, each member of the prior year’s class will join one 
committee: selection, curriculum or orientation as well as facilitate one session of the 
Campus Connect program for the incoming class.  
 
Each committee serves a critical role in the success of the Campus Connect program. The 
charge for each committee is identified below: 
 
• Selection Committee – the selection committee reviews applications and is charged 
with recommending a diverse group of individuals who will both benefit and contribute 
to the program. The selection committee’s recommendation is due by June 1st to 
ensure the new class is in finalized and notified by July 1st.  
 
• Curriculum Committee – the curriculum committee designs the upcoming year’s 
curriculum to weave in the theme for the new class as well as showcase and highlight 
the various elements of CSUSM. The finalized curriculum is due by July 1st.  
 
Please note: after the curriculum is finalized and using the information provided 
during the graduation session, the Campus Connect Director will create facilitation 
teams for each session.  
 
• Orientation Committee – the orientation committee is responsible for creating a 
welcoming first experience for the new Campus Connect cohort, introducing the 
program and helping the new class get to know one another. This committee will 
facilitate the Orientation session in August. 
 
The committee assignments will be confirmed and emailed out at the conclusion of the 
graduation ceremony.   
 
Year two of the program also requires that each Campus Connect graduate facilitate one 
session. The facilitators, usually a group of 3 or 4, are assigned in advance and are 
responsible for planning the day’s activities, tours, and speakers/presentations. Room 
reservations and lunch menus will be handled by the Campus Connect Director. Session 
assignments will be sent out upon completion of the curriculum committee’s work. 
Campus Connect 
Guidelines for Facilitators 
From a galaxy, far, far away… our staff and faculty want to be one with the force.  This is why this year’s theme 
“Campus Connect Awakens” is about developing the CSUSM force of leadership, consultation, and collaboration 
within the participants - a powerful leader of CSUSM culture they will become.  We don’t want Campus Connectors to 
go down a path where we can’t follow.  At the conclusion of Campus Connect, the possibility of successfully 
navigating CSUSM culture is 100%.  Because, henceforth; they will be known as Campus Connect Alums.  
 
1) Establish skeletal draft agenda at least 90 days prior to the session.  This should include recommending the 
lunch venue and location(s) for the session and should be submitted to the Campus Connect Director.  Lunch 
and snack will be arranged by Campus Connect staff.  One thing’s for sure, they’re all going to be well fed. 
 
2) Review the constructive feedback from the previous year’s evaluations relative to each particular day’s 
activities and to avoid “I have a bad feeling about this.” 
 
3) As applicable to your session, we encourage you to include one or more student presenters who will be able to 
provide a student perspective.  You are also encouraged to use the life sized Star Wars cut-outs available 
through the USU! 
 
4) Create a schedule and plan for your session so that all topics are covered in the time allotted (Please be aware 
that Jennifer will dispense with the pleasantries.  She will put you back on schedule).  Contact presenters not 
less than 60 days in advance of the session date to gain consensus on presentation time allocations.  
Distribute the Guide for Presenters at this time.  
 
5) When contacting presenters, inform them that incorporating “Campus Connect Awakens” theme is 
encouraged. Presenters should try to avoid lecture-style presentations, limit power points, and use interactive 
techniques in their presentations, such as:  
• Q&A sessions  
• Tours 
• Panel discussions 
• Videos 
• Games 
• Student presenters 
MAKE IT FUN (“Laugh it up, Fuzz Ball”)! 
 
6) Allow at least 45 minutes for lunch. 
 
7) If a Campus Connect participant works in the department being discussed, include that individual in the 
program and/or de-brief.  It is a great way to build connections with their fellow classmates. 
 
8) Final agenda is due to the Campus Connect Director 30 days prior to the class session. 
 
9) Distribute a final agenda with time allocations to all presenters at least 14 days prior to the session.  
 
10) Ask that all presentations be sent to the facilitators 10 days prior to the session so that they can be compiled 
onto one thumb drive.  
 
11) Provide an introduction to the day at the beginning of each session. 
 
12) Thank you cards will be sent to presenters by the Campus Connect staff to rejoice for their efforts to 
transform those into the force. 
 
“Remember…the Force will be with you, always.” 
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